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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue two Courts of Appeal have, since the beginning of the 
present sittings, disposed of upwards of fifty final appeals from the 
Chancery Division, being about one-fourth of the list of appeals 
entered at the commencement of the sittings. 








From Mr. Roscor’s reply, at the meeting on Friday, to Mr. 
CrowDEr’s question, it appears that the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society have nothing to add to the information given in their 
last report. They have taken no formal step in the matter of ord. 
65, r. 11, beyond forwarding to the Lord Chancellor a copy of the 
resolution passed a year ago. It is not to be conclnded, however, 
that the council have lost sight of the question. They have 
apparently, through their representative, taken a very shrewd 
advantage of a favourable opportunity. Mr. Roscor says that the 
Chancery Chambers Committee have been quite recently ‘ con- 
sidering the question,” and that they have dealt with it in a 
way ‘‘ conducive to the honour and the interests of the profession.” 
This assurance will give general satisfaction, and Mr. Roscor and 
his colleague, Mr. Marsnatt, will certainly have earned the grati- 
tude of the profession if they have obtained a resolution in favour 
of a modification of the rule from a committee which includes its 
putative parent. 





On Saturpay tast Mr. Justice Pearson alluded to the charges 
which have frequently been made of late as to the delay which 
takes place in chambers in the proceedings in administration 
actions. On the previous Saturday an administration suit of 
Evans y. Nicholls was in the paper for further consideration as a 
short cause. On locking at the papers, Mr. Justice Pxarson 
noticed that the suit had been commenced by bill in the Court of 
Charcery in the year 1875, and he inquired what was the reason 
of the great delay in the proceedings under the decree. The 
ccunsel engaged in the case were unable to give any explanation, 
and his lordship said that before disposing of the costs he should 
communicate with his chief clerk. On Saturday last he said that 
he had made inquiries of the chief clerk, and he found that the 
delay was satisfactorily accounted for. But he added that so many 
imputations had been recently cast upon the court and its officers 
that ke intended for the future, in every case in which there 
appeared to have been unreasopable’ delay, to make inquiry into 
the cause of it, so that the blame should rest on the right 
thoulders. He believed that in most, if not in all, cases it would 


be found that it was not the officers of the court, but the parties, | 


or those who acted for them, who were really to blame. We may 
be allowed to observe that no one, so far as we know, has ever 
alleged that the cfficers cf the court are to blame for the delays 
which occur. The ellegation is that, owing to the number of the 
staff in the chancery chembers being inadequate for the trans- 


action of the constantly increasing work, short appointments | 


and postponements from 


time to time become absolutely 
necessary. 





Nor A LITTLE suRPRISE has been occasioned by the announcement 
that the person charged with the Woolwich murder, notwithstand- 
ing that a true bill had been found by the grand jury against him, 
hus been removed from the jurisdiction of the Central Criminal 
Court to Broadmcor as a criminal lunatic, ‘‘ under an order signed 
by Mr. Lusnincron, the Under-Secretary of State.” There seems 
to be no doubt that the Criminal Lunatics Act, 1884, passed last 





, the investment. 
| trustee himself, certain 


session, invests the Under-Secretary of State with this extraordin- 
ary power. The statute enacts that, ‘‘ where a prisoner is certified 
to be insane ” after due medical examination, “‘a Secretary of State 
may, if he thinks fit, by warrant direct such prisoner to be removed 
to the asylum named in the warrant, and there detained,” and by 
section 16 the term ‘ prisoner”? means “any person committed to 
prison, whether on remand or for trial.” It may be well to point 
out that so far the power is not a new one, the Act of 1884 merely 
repeating, in different phraseology, the words of 27 & 28 Vict. c. 
29, commonly called the Victor Townley Act. The enactment, 
however (section 15), that a warrant of a Secretary of State under 
the Act ‘‘ may be under the hand of a Secretary of State or of an 
Under-Secretary of State,” is quite new. It does not, we think, 
relieve the Secretary of State from the duty of bringing an adminis- 
trative discretion to bear upon each particular case, though it can 
only be assumed that it was, in fact, exercised in connection with 
such case. We believe we are right in saying that the exercise of 
the discretion subsequent to the finding of a true bill is umpre- 
cedented. 





Tue Prevention or Criwe (Ireland) Act, 1882, is limited to ex- 
pire at the end of the session of Parliament which shall be current 
on the 12th of July, 1885, being three years after it was passed. 
It has been suggested that, instead of either allowing it to drop or 
renewing it for Ireland only, it should, in view of the recent 
dynamite outrages, be made applicable to the whole of the United 
Kingdom, and, when made so applicable, should be renewed for a 
year or two longer. Some of its provisions, however, are 
already in force in this country. The part of the Act which 
gives power to expel aliens, is applicable throughout the United 
Kingdom. Another, and the most efficient part of the Act, that 
whieh gives the Attorney-General power to institute an inquiry 
through a police magistrate, and to summon and examine witnesses, 
although no person be charged with any offence, has already been 
incorporated in the Explosive Substances Act, 1883. This provi- 
sion formed part of the Criminal Procedure Bill introduced in the 
session of 1883, and, with reasonable amendments, might very well 
form a part of our criminal law, and no longer be confined to 
offences in connection with explosive substances. The provisions 
of the Irish Crime Act as to trial by judges and special commission 
are not needed in England. The general powers (see sections 11 
and 12 of the Act) as to arrest of strangers under suspicious cir- 
cumstances might, however, very well be made generally applica- 
ble. The power to search for explosives appears to be sufficiently 
given by section 8 of the Explosive Substances Act, 1883. 





Tur case of Belemore v. Watson, before the Court of Appeal on 
Monday and Tuesday last, was an instructive case upon the point 
of the duty of co-trustees to one another ; and also threw some light 
upon the question of a man’s responsibility for his solicitor’s 
statements. It is useful, in regard to the latter point, to recollect 


that a solicitor is not a general agent, and does not hold a 


permanent office in his client’s employment. In the case before 
the court one of three trustees was the acting trustee, and a mort- 
gage investment was projected by him. His solicitor, who had not 


' previously been in communication with the other trustees with 


reference to the trust affairs, wrote to them asking their consent to 
If these letters had been written by the acting 

representations which they contained might 
apparently have been held to be improper on his part. The non- 
active trustees, without inquiry, consented to, and concurred in, the 
mortgage, which was carried out by the solicitor in question. All 


_ three trustees were subsequently decreed to make good a consequent 
_ loss to the trust estate. 


The active trustee was charged by his co- 
15 
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trustees with a liability to indemnify them, partly by reason of alleged 
contracts for indemnity, which were not made out, and partly on the 
ground of improper concealment or misrepresentation, and of negli- 
gence. With regard to his responsibility for the solicitor’s letters, the 
Master of the Rolls held that, there being, when they were written, 
no transaction on foot between the active trustee and his co-trustees 
calling for the employment of a solicitor by him, but the mortgage 
being such a transaction as between the body of trustees and the 
mortgagor, the communications of the solicitor to each trustee in 
relation to the mortgage were to be regarded as communications by 
him in the character of solicitor acting for the trustees as a body. 
Lord Justice Corron took a similar view, observing that a man is not 
responsible for his solicitor’s statements extraneous to the transac- 
tion in which he is employed, or made to persons other than the 
opposite parties in such transaction. With regard to the 
liability of an active trustee to his co-trustees for negligence, 
the court held that the active trustee is not in any fiduciary 
relation to the others, but is only their gratuitous agent ; 
and, therefore, bound to use no more than ordinary care ; and that 
for a man to trust his own solicitor’s information and representa- 
tions in such a matter as an investment on mortgage does not 
import a want of ordinary cure; not even when (as in the case 
before the court) the same solicitor acts for the mortgagor. The 
Master of the Rolls expressed an opinion that an agreement between 
co-trustees, that one of them should act solely, would introduce no 
further liability, being without consideration and ineffectual at law ; 
and with reference to this Lord Justice Lindley observed that to 
trust solely to a co-trustee is, in itself, an independent breach of 
trust. The judges, with regard to the general question of indemnity 
us between co-trustees, appeared to confirm the view that it does 
not arise unless one trustee has committed a fraud on, or made mis- 
representations to, the others inducing the loss, or has misapplied the 
trust fund for his own benefit. The case of a trustee who also acts 
as solicitor to the trustees stands, of course, on a somewhat 
‘different footing. 





“Jones v. Suira. This was a highly interesting and, indeed, 
important case.”” This common-form heading of certain reports 
which appear in the Times, has at length been fully justified. 
A “highly interesting and, indeed, important” discovery has 
been communicated to the profession during the past week. We 
all know that, notwithstanding section 87 of the Judicature Act, 
1873, ‘‘ attorneys” frequently figure in the reports referred to. The 
Legislature has, indeed, said that attorneys shall be called solicitors, 
but why should this arbitrary decree control the conscientious con- 
viction of the reporter that ‘‘attorneys” still exist? We are also 
fully aware that, although a society founded under the name of 
the ‘‘ Law Institution,” is and has long been known as the Incor- 
porated Law Society, yet the reporter will have it that the ancient 
Law Institution instructs counsel to appear against peccant solici- 
tors. These little peculiarities are familiar enough, but this week 
we have a new development. On two occasions, we have been 
informed that the Court of Appeal has been considering the 
decisions of a new Vice-Chancellor. The last of these decisions 
was Ballard v. Tomlinson (32 W. R. 589) in which we are told 
that ‘‘the Vice-Chancellor (Pearson) had decided against the claim 
of the plaintiff.” 








Mr. Justice Cave, in the course of his charge to the grand jury at 
Leeds, remarked on the fact that, of the fifty or sixty prisoners awaiting 
their trial, at least one-half had been committed for offences which ordi- 
narily were dealt with at quarter sessions, and were of a very light 
nature. 


In summing up in the case of Steble v. Barrett Mr. Justice Butt said 
that, ‘‘in order that a will made by anyone should be a good one, the law 
rejuired that the person who made it should have been of ‘disposing 
mind’ when he or she did so. He confessed that when a mind was 
Cescribed in that way he always felt it somewhat difficult to appreciate 
what was meant. For instance, ‘ judicial’ mind was a phrase frequently 
made use of, but he never had been able to understand what it meant. 
In one of the law books there was a reference under the head “ great 
miid” to something which the volume contained as having come from 
M unsfield or Tenterden, but when you turned to the page indicated you 
foind that his lordship only had a great mind to send some person to 
prson.”’ ([Dozs not the story relate to the ‘* great mind’ of Bayley, J. ?] 





THE “GOODWILL” OF A BUSINESS. 


Wuart does the purchaser of a “‘ goodwill” of a business obtain in 
the absence of any express covenants, on the part of the vendor, 
defining the subject-matter of the purchase? The question is a 
difficult one, and has been frequently before the courts, with differ- 
ent results, and it is not clear that the most recent decision 
(Pearson v. Pearson, 32 W. R. 1006, L. R. 27 Ch. D. 145) de- 
cides the matter in a thoroughly satisfactory way. 

The term ‘ goodwill” is defined, in Churton v. Douglas (7 
W. R. 365, Joh. 174), by Sir W. Page Wood in these words :— 
‘“‘ Every advantage—every positive advantage, if I may so express 
it, as contrasted with the negative advantage of the late partner 
not carrying on the business himself—that has been acquired by 
the old firm in carrying on its business, whether connected with 
the premises in which the business was previously carried on, or 
with the name of the late firm, or with any other matter carrying 
with it the name of the business.” By the aid of this definition, 
which has always met with approval, and of the judgment of the 
Vice-Chancellor, we arrive at this, that the vendor of a goodwill, 
though, in the absence of an express restriction, he is not debarred 
from carrying on a similar business, yet may not carry it on in the 
name of the old firm, or hold out that it is the old business. 

In some cases, however, it has been held that the purchaser of 
a business acquires more than is included in the above definition. 
In Zabouchere v. Dawson (20 W. R. 309, L. R. 13 Eq. 322) Lord 
Romilly imported into the determination of the question the well- 
known rule that a vendor may not derogate from his grant, or 
depreciate the thing which he has sold, and granted an injunction 
to prevent the vendor of a goodwill from soliciting the customers 
of the old business to cease dealing with the purchaser. There is 
much in this that commends itself to the mind seeking after 
some standard of natural equity. No doubt there does seem 
something wrong in a man selling. the goodwill of his 
business; and then on the next day setting up a similar 
business, though not in the same premises, yet in the 
same locality, and endeavouring by solicitations to draw 
away that custom which the purchaser would have ex- 
pected to acquire by his purchase. In this light the matter 
would seem to have struck Sir George Jessel. He looked on the 
vendor of a goodwill who solicited and dealt with the old cus- 
tomers as doing something dishonest, and speaks of such a man as 
‘stealing that which he had sold.” In Ginesi v. Cooper (L. R. 14 
Ch. D. 596), the case where these words occur, the learned judge 
laid it down that a man who had sold the goodwill of his 
business could not deal with the old customers at all, even if 
they came to him unsolicited. This was going beyond Lord 
Romilly, who had not given any decision about dealing with old 
customers, but only as to solicitations addressed to them. This 
further extension of the rights attaching to goodwill was, however, 
disposed of in Leggott v. Barrett (28 W. R. 962, L. R. 15. Ch. D. 
306). In that case Sir George Jessel had granted an injunction 
to restrain the defendant from soliciting or dealing with former 
customers of a firm of which he had once been a member, 
but the goodwill of which he had assigned to his co-part- 
ner. Only the part of the injunction which related to the 
dealing with, not the soliciting of, old customers was sppealed 
from, and the appeal was allowed. Lord Justice Brett, in his 
judgment, approved of Labouchere v. Dawson, but spoke of the 
injunction granted by the Master of the Rolls as not only enjoin- 
ing the defendant, but the customers who came to deal with him; 
‘for it prevents them from having the liberty which anybody in 
the country might have of dealing with whom they like.” In 
Walker v. Mottram (30 W. R. 165, L. R. 19 Ch. D. 355), the 
Court of Appeal, affirming the decision of the Master of the Rolls, 
held that, in the case of a purchase from a trustee in bankruptey 
of a goodwill] of a business, no covenant would “be implied on the 
part of the bankrupt not to solicit the customers of the old 
business. 

The most recent case on the subject is Pearson v. Pearson (32 
W. R. 1006, L. R. 27 Ch. D. 145). In that case there was a 
sale of a business under an agreement which contained a 
provision that nothing in the agreement should be deemed to 
prevent the vendor from carrying on and exercising the same 


business at such place as he thought fit under his own name. Mr, 
. 
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Justice Kay, following Labouchere v. Dawson, granted an injunc- 
tion to restrain the defendant from soliciting the customers of the 
old firm. Inthe Court of Appeal Lords Justices Baggallay and 
Cotton expressed disapproval of Zabouchere v. Dawson, but 
reversed the decision of Mr. Justice Kay on the special ground 
that the clause in the agreement mentioned above showed that it 
was not the intention of the parties to prevent the defendant from 
soliciting old customers. Lord Justice Lindley, on the other hand, 
thought Labouchere v. Dawson to have been rightly decided. 

We are left, then, in a rather unsatisfactory condition of 
ignorance whether the decision in Labouchere v. Dawson is to be 
treated as good law or not. In Pearson v. Pearson Lords Justices 
Baggallay and Cotton thought they were not bound to follow 
Labouchere y. Dawson, though it had been decided twelve years 
ago. The late and present Masters of the Rolls and Lord Justice 
Lindley, and (as it would appear from the judgment in Walker v. 
Mottram) the late Lor Justice Lush, have approved of it. No 
doubt it goes further than any previous case, but it seems scarcely 
unreasonable that the vendor of a goodwill should be restrained 
from actively attracting the old customers away from the pur- 
chaser, and the term ‘‘ goodwill,” in its ordinary meaning, cannot 
be said to imply less than this. 

The practical lesson, of course, is that any agreement for the 
sale of a goodwill of a business should be very carefully drawn, 
and should state precisely whether or not the vendor is to be 
allowed, if he carries on a similar business, to solicit or deal with 
customers of the old firm. 








TRUSTEES’ MORTGAGE INVESTMENTS. 


THE following is a synopsis of a Bill for relief of trustees, which is 
to be introduced by Mr. Ince, Q.C., M.P. :— 

The Act may be cited as the Trustee Relief (Investments) Act, 
1885. It does not extend to Scotland and Ireland. It applies to 
loans and investments made both before, and after, the passing of the 
Act. ‘* Trustee” is defined so as to include other persons in a 
fiduciary position; and ‘ house agen & includes land of any 
tenure, wholly or partially covered with dwelling-houses, shops, 
manufactories, warehouses, or other buildings of any description 
whatsoever. 

Clause 5 is as follows:—No trustee shall be deemed guilty of a 
breach of trust, or be deemed to have acted negligently or im- 
properly, by reason of his having lent trust money upon the security 
of house property in England to an amount exceeding one-half, and 
not ex ing two-thirds, of the value of such property at the time 
of making such loan ; and from and after the passing of this Act it 
shall be deemed reasonable and proper for a trustee to lend, or to 
have lent, trust money upon the security of house property, to any 
amount not exceeding two-thirds of the value of such property at 
the time of making such loan. 

The other clauses may be summarized as follows :— 

Clause 6.—The Act is not to apply, (a.) in case of a trust created 
after the Act, where the instrument creating the trust excludes it, or 
(.) where the loan is made on a lease with less than eighty years 
unexpired at the time of making the loan. 

Clause 7.—The Act is not to deprive trustees who have been 
made liable, or who have paid money, in consequence of any 
breach of trust, of any samatie s against third persons, or right to 
contribution. 

Clause 8 deprives trustees of the benefit of the Act in cases where 
they would have been guilty of breach of trust had they invested 
only half value, also where they are not acting bond fide, or are 

ilty of fraud. 

Dna 9 declares that the Act is in no case to increase any trustee’s 
ity. 

Writag with reference to the Bill, a correspondent says:— == 

“‘The position of a trustee is by no means a pleasant one, and it is 
becoming every year more difficult to find independent persons 
willing to accept the office. The difficulty is likely to be increased if 
trustees are too readily made liable when an investment unfortunately 
turns out to be unsafe. It will be remembered that in Fry v. Tapson 
(33 W. R. 113) Mr. Justice Kay re-asserted a ‘rule’ that trustees 
should not advance more than half value on house property. In 
Hoey v. Green (29 Soxtcrrors’ JouRNAL, 131) Mr. Justice Pearson 
said that trustees ought not, as a rule, to lend more than half value 
on leasehold houses, ounh he expressly said this was not an absolute 


e. 

‘In this condition of the law Mr. Ince, Q.C., M.P., is about to 
bring in a Bill to abolish the rule, or rather the supposed rule, as far 
as house property is concerned. 





‘‘The Bill is so framed as to be both prospective and retrospective, 
but, in its t shape, it will not affect pending actions; and it 
not only will prevent a loan up to two-thirds value being a breach of 
trust, but it will prevent the ibility of such an amount being 
considered a circumstance tending to render the trustee liable. This 
is necessary, for both in Fry v. Tapson and Hoey v. Green the amount 
of thc loan was only considered one element in the result which 
inflicted heavy damages on the trustees, 

‘The Epon that the Act may be excluded will probably pre- 
vent much opposition. The 7th clause is intended to meet the case 
of a trustee who, before the passing of the Act, has paid money in 
consequence of a loan up to two-thirds value, and, since the Act, 
brings his action against some third person against whom he had a 
right of indemnity, or other right of action; and it will prevent his 
claim being met by the answer that the loan, by virtue of the new 
Act, is not a breach of trust, and, therefore, no liability can now 
attach to the person against whom he brings his action. 

‘The object of the clause of the Bill is to prevent even the 
‘two-thirds’ value from being made a hard and fast rule, so that in 
a case where a trustee lends a sum exceeding that amount his posi- 
tion may be the same as if the Bill had not " 

We have repeatedly called attention to the absurdity of the 
supposed hard and fast rule of the court; and need hardly say that 
we sympathize with the object of Mr. Ince’s Bill. There are, how- 
“a ae points connected with it which we propose to discuss 

ereafter. 








THE ORGANIZATION OF A SOLICITOR’S 
OFFICE. 


I, ORGANIZATION GENERALLY, 
15.—TuHE SoricrTror’s INTERVIEWS. 


In dealing with this subject we propose to adopt the plan which we 
followed when treating of the solicitor’s written composition—viz., to 
consider it under the two-fold aspect of interviews between the 
solicitor and his client, and interviews between the solicitor and his 
professional brethren. This classification does not, of course, by any 
means embrace the whole area of a solicitor’s verbal business com- 
munications, but it covers sufficiently wide ground for our general 

urpose, and any attempt to enlarge it would have the result of 
ae at within the present division of our subject observations 
which may more appropriately be deferred to a later stage. 

And, first, as to interviews with clients. 

The point to be borne in mind above all others appears to us to be 
the solicitor’s need of amy a attentively the characteristics of 
his clients, ani so adapting himself to the capacity, and the condi- 
tion of mind in other respects, of the person with whom he 
is holding converse. Let us give a few random illustrations of our 
meaning. The solicitor may have occasion to see a quick-witted man 
of business, to whom time is money ; who is impatient alike of details 
and of legal forms and ceremonies; who can take in with lightning 
rapidity the main featurés of a situation ; and to whom it is a para- 
mount object to despatch his business and depart in the shortest 
possible of time. Following this type of client may come an 
elderly lady much given to making and re-making wills, and who 
will expect her solicitor to show the deepest interest while she 
expatiates at length upon the doubts with which her mind is racked 
as to the testamentary destination of a silver teapot. Next, sea , 
will appear a country clergyman, on whose shoulders have devol 
the responsibilities of a trust ; who is profoundly ignorant of business 
in every shape and form ; who will require to be guided like a child, 
and will be anxious or indifferent, cautious or rash, nervous OF 
philosophically calm, according to the natural bent of his disposition. 

It would be as profound a mistake to assume as to each of these types 
of client the same attitude of mind and mode of bearing in conversa- 
tion, as though they were all cast in a common mould, as it would be 
to administer the same remedy for all classes of disease. The man of 
business must be treated after the fashion required by his own habit 
of mind. For him time and trouble must be minimised, the material 
facts picked up rapidly, matters of detail and technicality kept out of 
sight as far as possible, the substance firmly grasped, and the shadow 
left to take care of itself. The will-making lady may be made content 
for the most part if she has a good listener, and the quality of 
inexhaustible patience is mainly needed in her case, with as large a 
measure of interested attention su ded as the limits of human 
nature, when in a state of unutterable boredom, will permit. And the 
trustee client must be guided securely, with a firm, and yet gentle 
and considerate hand vas the pariiows paths wherein trustees do 
walk 


With such opposite extremes as we have suggested, with many 
more as opposite, and with yet many more presenting differences only 





ore 
less marked in degree, the solicitor has to deal. It cannot for a 
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moment be pretended that the art to which we are referring is easily 
acquired, nor is there any magic key to its mastery. e safest, 
surest guide is undoubted] rience—that word which, to the 
young solicitor full of book knowledge and energy, sounds often like 
a taunt, while to the solicitor of another generation it represents a 
laboriously acquired possession. But experience, though she bestows 
some po | measure of her gifts even on those who least deserve them, 
does not, by any means, reward with even hand those who are ever 
on the watch to apply the lessons of the past to practical advanta, 
in the future, and those who are content to grope their way blindly 
on, and so fall into the same mistake over and over again. And 
hence, the beginner who resolutely sets his face in the right direction, 
and determines to profit by his own mistakes, and to keep his powers 
of observation always on the alert, may rest assured that he will, 
with less and less difficulty, acquire what may be termed the science 
of adaptability to clients. 

When referring to the composition of the solicitor’s letters to his 
client we commented on a certain tendency to address the latter in 
phraseology of which, in the absence of technical knowledge on his 
part, he is often at a loss to grasp the interpretation. The same 
warning may, we think, be taken to heart with advantage as applicable 
to interviews. Many expressions which roll glibly off the solicitor’s 
tongue in conversation with another member of his cloth are absolutely 
unintelligible to the layman. If any English solicitor doubts this let 
him endeavour to follow, without any previous preparation, the obser- 
vations of a Scotch lawyer on some technical point peculiar to the law 
of Scotland, and we are much mistaken if he will not soon confess his 
error and cry out for mercy. The solicitor’s aim in dealing with his 
client is to enlighten him, and not to leave him in a mental quagmire; 
atid while he may well fail to make him perceive in all circumstances 
the exceeding beauty of the English law (being, in truth, not always 
able to regard it with unquestioning admiration himself), he can at 
least, if only he acquires early the habit of doing so, explain clearly in 
the vulgar tongue the broad legal bearings of the matter under dis- 
cussion, and reserve the use of technical terms and straw-splitting 
refinements for his professional brethren. The story is told of a client 
who, on being drily informed by his solicitor that a declaration had 
been delivered with three counts, sat for a few moments absorbed in 
reflection, and then, brightening up, asked if it would help his case 
if he could get a marquis to come and speak for him. The answer 
was unconsciously an eloquent rebuke. 

There is one mistake into which the young solicitor is peculiarly 
apt to fall in holding an interview with a client, and sometimes with 
serious after-consequences. He is led by a mixture of causes—in 
which self-consciousness, eagerness to make his mark, and fear of 
being thought ignorant, all play their part—to pronounce confident 
opinions on all sorts of subjects without a moment’s reflection, without 
even waiting to master the facts on which his opinion, to be worth 
anything at all, must be based. The primary lesson which he has to 
learn is that the facts must come first and the law afterwards. And 
although he cannot invent the facts for himself, he will in many cases 
have to find them out for himself with little direct aid from his client, 
and sometimes, as it were, in the teeth of the latter. Every solicitor 
of experience knows how often it happens that circumstances which 
are all important in the legal aspect of a case have been wholly over- 
looked or disregarded by the Hiatt, and how dangerous it is to act on 
the assumption that the latter Has of his own accord stated everything 
that is material. Then, again, the facts may be difficult for the 
solicitor to master without a great deal of careful explanation being 
given to him. Take, for instance, the case of a dispute turning on the 

of aparticular trade. The client will have the manners and cus- 
toms of the trade at his fingers’ ends, and will be impatient, perhaps, 
of dwelling on the a b c details of his own daily business life—will, in 
fact, fall, on his side, into precisely the same mistake as we have been 
referring to in the solicitor’s own case of imputing to others a 
technical knowledge which they do not possess. In such a case the 
solicitor, if he be young and inexperienced, is very naturally apt to 
be hurried along faster than his mind can travel, with the result of 
giving bad advice on imperfect information. A little reflection will 
show, however, that he need never be ashamed of confessing ignorance 
on @ technical subject which he has never had the opportunity of 
k , and that his true course is frankly to admit the 
impossi of his doing justice to his client’s interests unless he is 
allowed to go into the matter from beginning to end, and thoroughly 
comprehend every step on the way. 

Passing from the facts to the law, it is well again for the young 
solicitor to bear in mind that his judgment may be exercised at one 
time upon 4 case as to the law of which he need feel no manner of 
doubt, and st another time upon one which might divide the House 
of Lords; and that he is in nowise called upon, by any reasonable 
interpretation of his duties, or anticipation of the extent of his legal 
attainments, to pronounce his views offnand upon both of these 
extremes alike fe grant that the solicitor who has made a name 
and established 1 connection can afford to pause, and hesitate, and 

for reflection, and even confess ignorance, to an extent 





which would be ill advised in the case of the yo r man, who has 
the world before him, atid may, in @ sensé, be said to have ev: ing 
to gain and nothing to lose in the professional arena. But allowing 
for some degree of difference, there is a certain point, not very diffi- 
cult of measurement to the man who keeps it steadily before him, 
beyond which boldness becomes hare-brained folly, and quickness of 
thought and action a mere snare to certain danger and possible 
disaster. 

Secondly, as to the solicitor’s interviews with members of his own 
profession. 


There is little to be said on this head. Perhaps the most practical 
reflection which it suggests is, that experience constantly shows the 
unwisdom of leaving only to the remembrance of words spoken the 
outcome of a negotiation of any complication or difficulty. Two 
solicitors, each desirous of serving his client’s interests only within 
the strictest limits of propriety and good faith, will often carry away 
from such an interview widely different ideas of what was a supposed 
common understanding between them. Then, when the divergence 
comes to light, follows, perhaps, a long wrangle as to what was said 
and understood aud arranged, in which each believes himself to be 
right, and is liable to attribute hastily a want of good faith to the 
other. At the bottom’ of the misunderstanding lies probably the 
simple explanation that the same subject has been looked at from two 
different points of view, and with mental reservations and supposi- 
tions which have unconsciously coloured and distorted the words 
spoken. If the net result of a discussion between two solicitors is 
that A.’s client is to pay B.’s client £100, there will, of course, 
hardly be room for an innocent misunderstanding on either side. 
Our observations are directed rather to the many instances in which 
the matter presents no such elementary simplicity, but is complicated 
by mutual engagements of one sort or another which are to fit into 
each other in some agreed order of time or event. In such cases it 
is most desirable, in the interests of all parties concerned, to jot 
down, however informally, in black and white, the result arrived 
at. 


For the rest, we would only suggest, in connection with this class of 
interview, what is perhaps a mere truism, although, like many other 
truisms, it is not always oe ge in actual fact—the importance of 
thinking out thoroughly before an interview, in which matters of 
delicacy and importance are to be discussed, the points to be steadily 
kept in view in 4 client’s interest, and the best mode of approaching 
them. Some men pride themselves on coming to the point at once. 
A very good plan this, but one that will not wisely bear ea hy 
the length of rubbing raw places with salt, or treading on tender feet, 
or imitating the deportment of a bull ina china shop. Others equally 
congratulate themselves on their proficiency in the arts of yr eee 
and of feeling their way gently on delicate ground. A very admirable 
acquirement this again, but, pushed beyond a certain limit, it 
engenders distrust and apprehension of hidden motives and concealed 

itfalls in the mind of the other party to the negotiation, and so 

oes more harm than more simple and direct methods. The happy 
medium between these extremes does not admit of any rule or 
definition of universal application, for the simple reason that the 
particular circumstances of each case largely affect the matter. But 
we venture to express a belief that straightforward directness is, in 
most cases, a more useful weapon to the solicitor-in his interviews 
with his brethren than refined subtlety. 








A Bill “to amend the system of private 
introduced by Mr. Oraig Sellar, P that i , not more than three 
in number, s be appointed, under the style of “ Justices of the High 
Court of Parliament,’’ to whom private Bills now dealt with by a select 
committee of either House of Parliament shall henceforward be referred. 
They are to have a salary of £5,000 a year each. The judges shall have 
the same powers and jurisdiction that the Select Committees now have, 
and they shall report to both Houses of Parliament, stating whether, in 
their judgment, the preamble of a particular Bill so refe to them has 
or has not been proved, and giving reasons for the manner in which they 
may have dealt with the preamble and clauses. In clause 10 it is proposed 
that the Ae og of a judge to the House in which a Bill has been intro- 
duced # be received by the second House as if after a reference from 
that second House ; but a proviso enacts that nothing in this clause shall 
prevent either House of Parliament from amending the preamble or clauses 
of any such Bill after the same shall have been upon by any 
judge, or from referring the same back to the judges with special instruc- 
tions for the me of any such amendment. The judge to whom a 

rivate Bill is ref shall determine all questions of locus standi. Clause 

2 that the judges shall act ‘‘in such places’’ as may seem to 
them most convenient for the despatch of business. They shall com- 
mence their sittings as soon as ble after the commencement of each 
session of Parliament, and shall continue to sit during the whole of every 
session and d adjournments except during such periods as shall be 
set aside for holidays. 


Bill nde, 0 ”? which is to be 
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REVIEWS. 


CONVEYANCING. 


PRIDEAUX’S PRECEDENTS IN CONVEYANCING ; WITH DISSERTATIONS 
on Its LAW AND Practice. THIRTEENTH Epition. By FRED- 
ERICK PRIDEAUX and JOHN WHITCOMBE, Barristers-at-Law. 
Two Vols. Stevens & Sons. 


Thirteen editions in the course of about thirty years constitute, we 
suppose, an unparalleled success for a book of conveyancing pre- 
pa. | of the ra of teat vetoes us. And no 8 can have 

rused many drafts (especia fts prepared in the coun 
vithout finding out how ail is the use of Prideaux. 1! 
book won its position by the simplicity, completeness, and accuracy 
of the precedents it contained, and maintained its position up to the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, by the care with which each edition was 
edited. The spirited act of the authors and publishers in practically 
setting aside an edition in order to substitute at the earliest moment 
a new issue adapted to the Conveyancing Act, 1881, doubtless met 
with its reward in the still more extensive diffusion of the work 
among the profession. We have no desire to renew the controversies 
of three years ago as to the mode in which the adaptation of the 
work to the Conveyancing Act was effected; the learned authors 
have since modified their views on one or two important points, and 
with regard to others there would be no advantage in going over the 
old ground. In noticing the present edition we propose simply to 
advert to a few of its new features. 

Some of these have reference to the Settled Land Act, which had 
only just come into operation when the last edition went to press. 
We have, at p. 104 of vol. 1, a novel form of agreement for alle by 
a tenant for life where there are at present no trustees for the pur- 
poses of the Act. The vendor agrees at once to apply to the 
Chancery Division for the appointment of trustees, and, immediately 
on such appointment, to give to them and their solicitor the notice of 
sale required by section 45. Of course the learned authors have 
considered the last clause of the section, which provides that the letter 
containing the notice must be ‘‘ posted not less than one month before 
the making by the tenant for life of the sale, . . . or of a contract for 
the same,” and we should have been glad to know on what grounds 
they consider that the purchaser under such a contract, having from 
the contract itself inontoten that the notice to the trustees cannot be 
duly given in accordance with the Act, is within the protection of sec- 
tion 45 (3). A similar observation seems to apply to the next form of 
agreement for sale by a tenant for life where a notice has been given 
to the trustees, but a month has not expired since its date. At p. 
306 we have a precedent of an assignment of leaseholds by a tenant 
for life under the Act. In this case the tenant for life is the lessee 
and also the settlor, and the covenant for indemnity by the pur- 
chaser is made with him. This seems to be the proper course, 
although we observe that in the precedent of an assignment by a 
tenant for life, under the like circumstances, given in the appendix 
to Messrs. Wolstenholme and Turner’s Settled re Act (2nd ed.,, p. 
147), the purchaser’s covenant for indemnity is made with the trustees 
of the settlement. We notice that in the precedents of conveyances 
under the Settled Land Act, where the purchase-money is paid to 
the trustees, who are made parties, the receipt clause in the body of 
the deed is omitted. We do not understand the reason for this. At 
p. 308 there is a useful form of conveyance under the Settled Land 
Act by a person appointed to exercise the powers of a tenant for life 
on behalf of an infant tenant in fee simple in possession. One of the 
guardians of the infant, being thé person ——— to exercise the 
powers, conveys on behalf of the infant, and both the guardians give 
an acknowledgment of right to production of deeds and a qualified 
undertaking for safe custody. To the lent, at p. 347, of a 
conveyance by a tenant for life to a way company under the 
powers of the Settled Land Act, there is appended a note eermew | 
out a development of the Act which was possibly not contempla' 
by its framers :— 

‘* It is probable that, in future, when lands are sold to a railway com- 
pany by a tenant for life, or wy other limited owners who have the powers 
of a tenant for life under the Settled Land Act, 1882, the sale will 

merally be carried into effect under the power for this p con- 

erred by that Act, and not under the power conferred by the Lands 
Clauses Act, ad by selling under the former Act the valuation, which 
would otherwise be necessary, can be dispensed with, and the purchase- 
money can be paid directly to the trustees of the settlement, instead of 
being obliged to be paid into the Bank.”’ 

There are several other new precedents in the portion of the work 
relating to purchase deeds. We miss from the present edition the 


peculiar precedent which stood No. 165 in the last edition, and 
which, since it began life in the eleventh edition, has had a some- 
what troubled career. 

Turning to other portions of the work, we find a note very properly 
added to the quacelon 


t of bill of sale of chattels by a er to a 





banking company to secure the balance of his account current, 
warning the practitioner that its validity as a bill of sale is doubtful, 
owing to the sums secured being made payable on demand, and being, 
moreover, of varying amount. We think that the warning might 
have been more strongly expressed. It must be remembered that the 
decision of Bacon, V.C., in In re Williams, Ex parte Pearce (32 W. R. 
187, L, R. 25 Ch. D. 656), that a bill of sale under which the sum 
secured is payable on demand, is not in substantial accordance with 
the form in the schedule to the Act of 1882, was apparently ones 
by Brett, M.R., and Fry, L.J., in Melville v. Stringer (32 W. R. 890, 
L. R. 13 Q. B. D. 392); although the decision was not rested on that 
point. There are naturally fewer changes in, and additions to, the 
goenatents under many of the heads in vol. 2. The excellent intro- 

uctory dissertations throughout the work have been carefully 
revised, and numerous notes have been added on moot questions. 
It is needless to say that these additions are of interest and 
value to the practitioner. Even where we dissent from the authors’ 
conclusions, we are compelled to admit the skill and ingenuity with 
which the subject under discussion is handled by them. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


*“STAMPS "—OFFICIAL VIEWS AND PRACTICE. 
IV. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—In beginning this communication I may observe that, in the 
present series of letters, I propose to deal with only a few of the more 
generally important official views and rulings. To name all that 
are known to me occurring since the passing of the Stamp Act, 1870, 
even (and without naming those which have received judicial re- 
consideration) would require a much r amount of your space 
than I propose, with your permission, to fill with the present letters. 

I recur to that provision of the Act, under Conveyance upon Sale, 
imposing ad valorem duty on the charges and incumbrances attaching 
to the conveyed property. To my own knowledge this provision is 
from time to time overlooked, and on such occasions, when attention 
is drawn to the clause of the Act, not unfrequently it is contended 
that it does not apply to the particular case, or, if admitted as apply- 
ing, then that the charge of duty is unfair; and I kaow of a very 
recent case where both these contentions—first the one, and then the 
other—were pga ind a wi N pa map the provision is ~ 
appearing in the iest of the Acts ing conveyances upon sale 
with ad Seleiaee duty. This Act is the 48 Geo. 3, c. 149 (1808). The 
provision contained therein was amplified by the next general Act, 
55 Geo. 3, c. 154 (1815), and it may be well to give here the clause of 
this second Act :— 


‘* And where lands or other property shall be sold and conveyed in 
consideration wholly or in part of meney charged thereon by way of 
mortgage, wadset, or otherwise, and then due and owing to the purchaser, 
© any groun eotte cum of maney te toetrennts pull tg Ga patho 
to any gross or entire sum of money to be a id by - 
such [= of money or debt shall be deemed the purchase or consideration 
money, or a part of the purchase or consideration money, as the case may 
be, in respect whereof the ad valorem duty is to be paid.” 


The words in this clause, ‘‘ to be afterwards paid by the ” 
appear also in the like clause of the earlier Act. And clause I 
have quoted, from the later Act of 1815, remained untouched by the 
subsequent Acts (including the earlier general Act, 13 & 14 Vict. c. 
ae until the passing of the 16 & 17 Vict. c. 59, as to which 
presently. 

pa: I believe, in saying that this said clause, unaffected 
by statute for a long series of years, was never before the courts until 
the case of The M is of Chandos v. The Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue (6 Ex. 464). ‘This was an 2 peal from an adjudication by the 
commissioners under section 15 of Act of 1850 (which Act, as I 
stated in es week’s letter, founded “‘adjudication”). The com- 


missioners Las 5 {ecberntty hee eee ee 
incumbrances, but court, ra argument, i against 
he ‘consenlestonern, wath cafeeney’ tb Gane Gort of Gin dadia'er Gas 
Act, Se ee oe oe .” This decision was a 
surprise to the Inland ue, soon afterwards, 


as a result, 
they got inserted section 10 of the 16 & 17 Vict. o. 59, before referred 


to, and which provided that the con ad valorem should 
be payable upon the whether the Necemme Hable 





pay the charges or not. Mr, Hugh , Writing upon 
section, says :— 

* This Vision was absolu in order to t further 
injury to Revenue by the devaion of tho Court of uer On a 
case’? (naming the said case) “in which their lordships held, contrary to 
all previous experience, uniform ini put upon the 
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statute by practitioners, and, it may be said, the necessary, if not obvious, 
intention of the Legislature, &c.”’ 


As I said in my first letter of this series, and quoting the section 
(ante, p. 182), this provision of the former Acts was embodied in 
section 73 of the Stamp Act, 1870. 

Those coming fresh to a knowledge of this (continuous) pro- 
vision of the Stamp Acts, and contesting its fairness, do so, not un- 
frequently, on the ground that the value purchased (that which the 

urchaser gets in value) is minus, not plus, the amount of the charges, 
But I will presently cite a case in practice which, I think, will clearly 
demonstrate the erroneousness of this view. 

I will, however, before citing the case, remark that in the clause I 
am now discussing as contained in the first two Acts (those of 1808 
and 1815) the words “gross or entire sum of money” occur, and 
that in subsequent Acts, prior to the Stamp Act, 1870, ‘‘ principal 
sum” appears, the common construction of which words, taken 
together, would be that they mean principal-moneys, as contra- 
distinguished from interest-moneys. In the present (1870) Act 
“money” only occurs, but I believe I am correct in saying that the 
official ruling is, that ‘‘ money ” includes all that is conveyed by the 
words of the old Acts, with the addition that accrued interest (on a 
principal sum) to be paid by the purchaser is liable to the conveyance 
ad valorem duty. On the other hand, the office rule that rent-charges 
and other annual sums subsisting before, and at the time of, purchase, 
are not charges or incumbrances within the charge of conveyance ad 
valorem under section 73 of the present Act. 

I will now cite the case I have above referred to, being this :— 
One of our merchant-princes purchased a (partly residential) estate, 
and at a time (some eighteen years since) when land was of higher 
value and trade more flourishing than they, respectively, are now. 
The contract price was about £70,000, and it was known, at the time 
of purchase, that the estate was in mortgage, but only for about 
£45,000. It was intended by the purchaser to pay off (out of the 
£70,000) the mortgage, and he was advised that conveyance ad 
valorem duty would be payable upon the £70,000. The draft conveyance 
was prepared according to the foregoing stated arrangements, but 
before completion the purchaser raised the question whether the 
mortgage would be allowed to remain, and, finding it would, said to 
his solicitors, ‘‘ Then let the arrangement be accordingly, as I can 
keep the £45,000 in my business and make a clear £10 per cent. on 
it.” Of course, conveyance duty was payable, and it was paid upon 
the £70,000. 

I have already (above) named one point of official ruling, but 
which does not touch the general principle and application of the 
said clause of the Act ; nor do the official rulings on three other points 
I shall presently name, and which three comprise all the points 
known to me of official ruling under the clause. 

It may be said there is no provision of revenue (nor, indeed, of any 
other) law which does not on occasion operate with seeming, and 
sometimes actual, injustice. Thus, to take the following case, coming 
under the said conveyance clause. A mortgagee finds, after the lapse 
of years, that the property comprised in the mortgage has so depre- 
ciated in value that the market value of it is below the amount of the 
mortgage debt; but, finding also that the mortgagor has become a 
man of straw, takes an absolute conveyance of the mortgaged 
property to himself in and by way of full discharge of his mortgage 
debt. This deed, the Inland Revenue would rule (and, no doubt, quite 
po age dee conveyance ad valorem duty upon the amount of the 
debt. the other hand, if a case was like the foregoing, but with 
this difference, that, in lieu of the entire debt, the conveyance was 
taken in discharge only of a stated portion of the debt (this last case 
certainly not being expressly provided for), the office rule that duty 
is payable upon such portion only. And again, to name the last 
point, where one of two joint-mortgage mortgagees (as in the case 
of partners) sells his share of the property in mortgage, subject to, 
simply, the mortgage, the office would adjudge duty in respect of the 
mortgage on only, say, half of the total amount of it. 

I have said the foregoing stated points of official ruling comprise 
all which are known to me, but perhaps the following may be said 
to be a distinct, and is certainly an important one, and with the state- 
ment of it I will conclude this letter :— 

In my first letter I referred to the case of Christy v. The Com- 
missioners, in which case the court decided in favour of the contention 
of the commissioners that a deed of dissolution of partnership 
containing 4 conveyance by the retiring to the remaining partner was 
liable to conveyance ad valorem duty ; in other words, that such an 
instrument came under Conveyance upon Sale in the Act. In (a majority 

such ‘gy pm there is contained a seceuent, or other under- 

3 remaining partner to pay the debts of the partnership. 
And the office rule that the said conveyance clause (esstion 73 of the 
present Act) comes in here, and that ad valorem (conveyance) duty is 
peyable upon the outgoing partner’s share of the said debts, which 





* Supplement to his Treatise, 6th ed., p. 15. 





share would be according to the share he had in the dissolved 
partnership. VERITAS. 





A LEGAL CONUNDRUM. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


Sir,—Some years ago, when I was practising the law in Egypt, a 
case came before me, the solution of which may exercise the ingenu- 
ity, and employ the possible leisure, of some of the newly-called 
members of the bar and recently-admitted solicitors of the Supreme 
Court. 

A native died, leaving his property thus: Half to wife, one-third 
to a son, and one-ninth to a nephew. His assets consisted of cash and 
seventeen camels. These animals he had reared, and he loved them, 
and they slept in the same tent with him, and as he lay a-dying his 
wife promised him that none of them should be sold. 

The division of the money was easy, but how were the bequests of 
the camels to be managed ? 

They were strictly carried out, no camel was sold, and each of the 
legatees got his or her share severally, and not as joint tenants or 
anything of that sort. 

If none of your readers can explain in your next issue how the dis- 
tribution of the camels was effected, I promise to explain it the 
following week. W.R 

5, Bedford-row. 

[We fancy we heard of a similar question some years ago with 
reference to the division of certain cows; but we refrain from reveal- 
ing the course stated to have been then adopted.—Eb. 8. J.] 








OBITUARY. 


MR. SEPTIMUS DAVIDSON. 


The late Mr. Septimus Davidson, who died at his house, South 
Lodge, Aldeburgh, Suffolk, on the 20th of January last, leaving three 
sons and five daughters to mourn his loss, was born on the 13th of 
February, 1814, and when barely twenty-one years of age, commenced 
active practice as a solicitor in the city of London, in partnership 
with Mr. Benjamin Hardwick, the then surviving partner of the firm 
of Guest & Hardwick. In the course of Mr. Davidson’s professional 
career, which lasted thirty-eight years and terminated on his retire- 
ment in 1873, the firm, of which he was long the senior representative, 
naturally underwent several changes of composition, and it contained 
at the time of his leaving it five partners, one of whom was his eldest 
son, Mr. James Henry Davidson, now head of the firm of Davidson 
& Morriss. Mr. Septimus Davidson achieved a very large measure of 
success in his profession. He was for many years the legal adviser 
of the Imperial Ottoman Government, the National Provident 
Institution, the Metropolitan Bank, the Great Central Gas Company, 
and other important public bodies ; and on two occasions he filled the 
office of under-sheriff for London. His professional success was 
traceable to no external aids or influences, but to the development of 
a combination of personal qualities which would have stamped him 
asa remarkable man ina far more ambitious sphere of public life 
than that which he had chosen. Diligent and thoughtful from his 
earliest student days, he acquired and retained to the last great arid 
varied knowledge of law as a science; but his talents shone, 
perhaps, most in the display of delicate tact, unerring judgment, 
a knowledge of human nature, and striking originality of mind. 

ifficulties and entanglements, no matter how formidable, seemed to 
melt away when opposed to an intellect as subtle and fertile of 
resource as it was keen and vigorous. Mr. Davidson was, moreover, 
a high-minded gentleman in the truest and simplest sense of the word 
—the sense which carries inseparably with it graciousness of manner, 
consideration for the feelings of others, and incapability of doing a 
mean or pe oy | act, Thus much may be said of Mr, Davidson as 
a member of the legal profession. In private life, and especially of 
late years, he shunned general society to a great extent, and was 
retiring almost toa fault; but those who were fortunate enough to 
penetrate the barrier with which he surrounded himself had the best 
reason for knowing him to possess a rare charm of manner and 
conversation, a quick sense of humour, and almost inexhaustible 
stores of the knowl which comes only to those‘who read much 
and observe closely. It is not given to solicitors to work to the beat 
of public drum, or tread a road which has any high-sounding 
object of ambition as its goal; but it would be difficult, after all, to 
point to a loftier and better aim than that of leaving, when the 
chapter of professional life has closed, a memory as honoured and 
respected as that of Septimus Davidson. 





A correspondent, who had excellent means of judging, writes as 
} follows :—'* Mr, Davidson was a man of keen intellectual power, 
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ungent wit, and polished courtesy. Many a professional adve 
ae upon a discussion with him ind himself, to his vaca 
before he had bludgeon-wise wielded the overwhelming arguments 
he had in reserve, put hors de combat by the rapier-like thrust of his 
opponent’s incisive point, the sense of defeat being lost in the 
appreciation of the neatness and dexterity with which the fence had 
been availed of and the attack delivered. Although he conducted to 
a successful issue many and heavy litigations, Mr. Davidson did not 
delight in contentious business and the noise of battle, preferring 
rather to keep the interests he had charge of free from the perils 
which attend in court the best of causes; but as a draftsman he ex- 
celled. Asa client of his once expressed it: in any document he 
prepared not only did he guard against the access of doubt by the 
door, or the ordinary means of approach, but he stopped the window 
and every crevice, and even then his anxiety did not allow him to 
rest until the chimney had been barred as a possible avenue by which 
a difficulty might creep down. And all this was perfected without 
redundancy of expression and with elegance of diction. Mr. David- 
son twice served the office of under-sheriff during the shrievalty, 
first of Alderman Sir Thomas Dakin, and next of Mr. Alderman 
Stone. About twelve years ago he finally withdrew from profes- 
sional life, after repeated bereaverents had shattered his health, 
which had been previously declining, and he has since lived in strict 
retirement at his residence at Aldeburgh, where he died on the 20th 
of January, a high-souled English gentleman, respected by his 
neighbours, and held in affectionate remembrance by many who had 
experienced the benefits of his ripe wisdom and his faithful friend- 
ship.” 


LORD O’HAGAN. 


The Right Hon. Thomas O’Hagan, Lord O’Hagan, K.P., formerly Lord 
High Chancellor of Ireland, died at his residence, Hereford House, Park- 
street, Grosvenor-square, on the Ist inst., from paralysis, after several 
months’ illness, in his seventy-third year. Lord O’Hagan was the only 
son of Mr. Edward O’Hagan, of Belfast, his mother having been a 
daughter of Captain Thomas Bell. He was born at Belfast in 1812, and 
he was educated at the Belfast Academical Institution. He kept terms 
at Gray’s-inn, and was, for some time, a pupil in the chambers of the 
late Mr. Thomas Chitty. He was called to the bar in Ireland in 1836. 
He joined the North-East Circuit, and first settled at Newry, where he 
acted as editor of the Newry Examiner. Four years later he removed to 
Dublin, and gradually established for himself a high reputation as a 
lawyer and as an orator. He was engaged as co in many cases of 
great public importance, including the O'Connell State prosecution in 
1844, where he held a brief for the defence both at the trial and upon the 
subsequent writ of error to the House of Lords. He was chairman of 
quarter sessions for the county of Longford from 1847 till 1857, when he 
was appointed chairman of quarter sessions for the county of Dublin. 
He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1849, and he was soon recognized as one 
of the leaders of the Irish bar. In 1859 he was —— a serjeant-at- 
law in Ireland, and, in the same year, he became a bencher of the King’s- 
inns at Dublin. In February, 1860, he became Solicitor-General for 
Treland in the second administration of Lord Palmerston, and, early in 
the following year, he succeeded to the office of Attorney-General, and 
Was sworn in as a member of the Irish Privy Council. In May, 1863, he 
was elected M.P. for the borough of Tralee, but his career in the House 
of Commons was a short one, for in July, 1865, he was appointed a puisne 
judge of the Irish Court of Common Pleas. In December, 1868, on the 
formation of Mr. Gladstone’s first administration, Mr. O’Hagan was 
appointed Lord High Chancellor of Ireland, he being the first Roman 
Catholic who had filled that office since the Act of Settlement, and, in the 
summer of 1870, he was raised to the peerage as Baron O’Hagan, and he 
rendered material aid in ing Mr. Gladstone’s first Irish Land Act 
through the House of Lords. In February, 1874, he retired with his 
party, and, while out of office, he was v in his attendance 
at the judicial sittings of the House of Lords, where his courteous 
manners rendered him one of the most popular of the law 
lords. He resumed office as Lord Chancellor of Ireland in April, 
1880, but finally retired in November, 1881, having taken an active 
part in framing and passing the Land Act of that year. Lord O’Hagan 
also carried the Irish Juries Act through Parliament. About a Pa ago 
he published a collection of ‘‘ Speeches and Addresses.” Lord O’H 
was created a Knight of the Order of St. Patrick in 1882. He was Vice- 
Chancellor of the Royal University in Ireland, and he was for several 
years president of the Irish Statistical Society. He was also a Commis- 
sioner of National and Intermediate Education in Ireland, and a Com- 
missioner of Charitable Donations and Bequests. Lord rig leaves 
two sons and three daughters. He was married, first, in 1836, to the 
daughter of Mr. James Hamilton Teeling, of Belfast, who died in 1868 ; 
and, secondly, in 1871, to the daughter of Colonel Charles Towneley, of 
Towneley, Lancashire. He is succeeded in the peerage by his son, the 
Hon. Thomas Towneley O’Hagan, who was born in 1878. His only 
surviving daughter b his first marriage is the wife of his namesake, the 
Right Hon, John O'Hagan, President of the Irish Land Commission. 





SIR ROBERT PHILLIMORE, 


The ht Hon. Sir Robert Joseph Phillimore, Bart., D.C.L., many 
years judge of tho Court of Admiralty, died at his residence, The 


Coppice, Henley-on-Thames, Oxfordshire, on the 4th inst., in his seventy- 
fifth year. Sir R. Phillimore was the second son of Dr. Joseph Phillimore, 
Regius Professor of Civil Law in the University of Oxford, his mother 
having been a daughter of the Hon. and Rev. Walter Bagot, and was born 
in 1810. He was educated at Westminster, and he was formerly student 
of Christ Church, Oxford, where he graduated second class in classics in 
1831, and he afterwards proceeded to the degree of D.C.L. Having been 
for a short time a clerk at the Board of Control, he was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple in 1841, having been admitted a member 
of the College of Advocates at Doctors’-commons in 1839. He had a 
large practice in the old Ecclesiastical Courts, and he published several 
volumes of Reports of Cases decided at Doctors’-commons, as well as 
a work on International Law and Ecclesiastical Law. He was appointed 
Judge of the Cinque Ports in 1855, and he became Admiralty Advocate in 
1856. He was also for many years chancellor of the dioceses of Oxford, 
Salisbury, and Chichester, and official of the archdeaconries of London 
and Middlesex. In 1852 he entered the House of Commons as M.P. for 
the borough of Tavistock, which he had twice previously contested 
unsuccessfully. He described himself as a Liberal-Conservative, and he 
voted on questions with Mr. Gladstone, regularly supporting the Govern- 
ment of the Earl of Aberdeen. He carried, in 1854, an Act for the reform 
of the Ecclesiastical Courts by the introduction of vird voce evidence, but 
he strenuously opposed the abolition of the tribunals in Doctors’- 
commons. He lost his seat at the general election of 1857, and he 
did not again enter Parliament. In 1858, on the establishment of 
the Probate and Divorce Courts, he was created a Queen’s Counsel, 
and he enjoyed a good share of leading business before those tribunals. 
In 1862 he succeeded the late Sir Joseph Harding in the office of Queen’s 
Advocate, and he received the honour of knighthood. Sir R. Phillimore 
held briefs in many memorable ecclesiastical suits, including Ditcher v. 
Denison, Westerton v. Liddell, the ‘* Essays and Reviews ” prosecution, and 
the Colenso case. He was also one of the Crown counsel in the Alezandra 
case. In 1867, on the resignation of the late Dr. Lushington, Sir R. 
Phillimore was appointed judge of the Court of Admiralty and dean of 
the Court of Arches. As Dean of the Arches he decided many important 
ecclesiastical suits, including Elphinstone v. Purchas, Martin v. Mackonochie, 
Boyd v. Philpott, and Shephard y. Bennett ; in several of these cases, how- 
ever, his decisions were reversed by the Privy Council. He proved a 
patient, dignified, and courteous judge, and he enjoyed the respect and 
esteem of the whole of the bar. On the passing of the Judicature Acts 
he became a judge of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division of 
the High Court of Justice, and he relinquished the office of Dean of the 
Arches. Sir R. Phillimore was created a baronet in 1881, and in March, 
1883, he retired on a pension. He was a bencher of the Middle Temple, 
and had served the office of treasurer to that society. Sir R. Phillimore 
was married in 1844 to the daughter of the late Mr. John Denison, of 
Ossington Hall, Newark, sister of Archdeacon Denison and of the late 
Viscount Ossington. He is succeeded in the baronetcy by his son, Mr. 
Walter George Phillimore, D.C.L. 


MR GEORGE GUNNELL NEWMAN. 


Mr. George Gunnell Newman, solicitor (the head of the firm of Newman, 
Stretton, & Hilliard), of 75, Cornhill, died on the 29th ult. Mr. Newman 
was born in 1827. He was admitted a solicitor in 1851, and was formerly 
a member of the firm of Freshfields & Newman, of 5, Bank-buildings, 
when he was one of the solicitors to the Bank of England and to the East 
and West India Dock Company. He had also at that time the manage- 
ment of the legal business ef the London, Chatham, and Dover Railway 
Company, on behalf of which body he conducted many important ia- 
mentary contests. After the dissolution of his ership with Messrs. 
Freshfields, Mr. Newman joined the firm of Hi Dale, & Stretton, in 
Cornhill. He was head of the firm at the time of his death, being 


connection with public companies. 


MR, THOMAS NASH, 


Mr. Thomas Nash, barrister, committed suicide at his chambers, 2, 
Harcourt-buildings, Temple, on the 28th ult. He was found dead by his 
clerk, with a revolver lying by his side. An inquest has been held, when 
a verdict of suicide when in a state of temporary insani , a returned. 
Mr. Nash was born in 1845, and was educated at Balliol ege, Oxford, 
where he graduated first class in classics, and second class in mathe- 
matics, in 1867, and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Michaelmas Term, 1872. He joined the Northern Circuit and the Salford 
and Manchester Sessions, and resided for several years at Manchester, 
where he was successful in obtaining a local , both civil and 
criminal. About a year ago he removed to ion. Mr. Nash’s health 
had for some time been bad, and, in uence of ilimess, he had 
returned to town before the conclusion of the Manchester Assizes. 


MR, FREDERICK JAMES FEGEN, C.B. 


Mr. Frederick James Fegen, barrister, C.B., died at 19, South-street, 
Thurlow-square, on the Ist Mr. F was the third son of Captain 
Richard F , R.N., and was born in 822. He was educated at the 
Royal Naval Academy at Gosport, and was appointed an assistant-clerk 
in the Royal Navy in 1836, and he attained the rank of paymaster in 1840, 
and paymaster-in-chief in 1882. He served in the Chinese War in 





1840-41, Mr. Fegen was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Trinity 
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Term, 1869, and he was a member of the Western Circuit, and practised 
at the Hampshire, Winchester, Portsmouth, and Southampton Sessions. 
He was naval counsel to H.R.H. the Duke of Edinburgh, and he had 
prepared new editions of the ‘‘ Queen’s Regulations” and the Admiralty 
Regulations. He was a magistrate for the county of Tipperary. Mr. 
Fegen was created a Civil Companion of the Order of the Bath m 1569. 
He was married in 1848 to the daughter of Mr. Magrath Fogarty, and he 
leaves several children. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 


Pracrice—Arreat ror Costs—Costs 1n Discretion or JuDGE—APPEAL 
with Leave—Jupicature Act, 1873, s. 49.—In a case of Gilbert v. 
Hudlestom, before the Court of Appeal on the 3rd inst., a question arose as 
to the mode of dealing with an appeal against an order for the payment 
of costs in a case in which the costs were within the discretion of the 
judge, the judge having given leave to appeal. It appeared to be the 
first appeal of the kind since the Judicature Act, 1873. The court 
(BaGGaLLay, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) heard the case on its merits, and 
came to the conclusion that the judge (Kay, J.) had exercised his dis- 
cretion rightly. But they said that, in such a case, notwithstanding the 
leave to appeal, the appeal was from an exercise of the discretion of the 
judge, and the Court of Appeal would attach the same weight to the 
exercise of his discretion as in any other case, and would not interfere 
with his order, unless there had been either a violation of principle or a 
misapprehension of the facts.—Counser, Hustings, Q.C., and Laing ; 
Pearson, Q.C., and F. Watson. Soutctroxs, Mackreth, Bramall, §& White ; 
Watson, Sons, § Room. 





Wriu—Censtrvuctios—Provision acatsst Lapse—Gurt To ‘‘ ExecuTors 
ok Apurvistrators”’ or Lecater.—In a case of Clay v. Clay, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 3rd inst., a question arose as to the effect of a 
gift to the “executors or administrators’’ of a legatee, in case of the 
death of the legatee in the testator’s lifetime. Chitty, J., held (32 W. R. 
516) that the executors of the legatee, he having died before the testator, 
took the pro as part of the legatee’s personal estate, and not as 
trustees for his next of kin. His lordship considered that Palin v. Hills 
(1 M. & K. 470) had been in substance overruled. The Court of Appeal 
(Baccattay, Bowes, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision.—CovcnszL, 
E. Chitty ; H. J. Hood ; Gatey. Souxtscrrors, J. R. Tindale; Taylor. 





Company—Wispinc vrp—Benerictan Occupation or Company’s Prop- 
getTy BY Liqvurpator —Payrment or Rates ovr or AsseTs—LEAvVE TO DIs- 
TRAIN—Compantes Act, 1862, ss. 85, 87, 148.—In a case of In re The National 
Arms and Ammunition Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 2nd 
inst., a question arose as to the payment of borough rates out of the 
assets of a company in voluntary liquidation under supervision, in respect 
of the occupation by the liquidators of premises belonging to the company. 
The liquidators had carried on the business of the company on the pre- 
mises for the purposes of the liquidation and the question was whether 
the occupation was a “‘ beneficial’? one. The liquidators said that, for the 
purpose of making saleable certain goods which were not completed at 
the commencement of the winding up, and of avoiding loss, they had 
completed the necessary work on these articles, but that, for the purpose 
of acct ames © a ES pe only of the premises had been used and 
the labour thereon did not amount to one-twentieth part of the 
productive capacity of the works. Although the articles in question were 
sold at a price exceeding the cost of manufacture, the business of the 
company was not thereby, or ever, carried on profitably by the liquidators, 
and the occupation of the property had not, by reason of the performance 
of such work, been otherwise beneficial to the company. In fact, they 
said, there had been no beneficial occupation of the property by the 
liquidators. The value of the property had been assessed by the borough 
authority in the ordinary way, and the liquidators had not ayoraiet 

the assessment. The borough anthority applied for an order that 
liquidators should pay the rate mm full out of the assets of the com- 
pany, or that the applicants might be at liberty to distrain on the goods 
of the company for the amount. Chitty, J., on the authority of In re 
Watson, Kipling, & Co. (L. RB. 23 Ch. D. 500), refused the application. 
The Court of Appeal (Baccattay, Bowes, and Fur, L.JJ.) reversed the 
decision. Bacoattar, L.J., said that it was decided in In re The Lundy 
Granite Company (L. BR. 6 Ch. 462) that if a company in liquidation 
remained in sion of leasehold property for their own purposes, and 
with a view to more profitably realizing the asscts, the court would aid 
the landlord in recovering the rent accrued since the commencement of 
the winding up. This principle applied. Rates were levied on the property 
after the commencement of the winding up, and while it was being used 
In re Watson, Kipling, & Co., whether 


enjoyment of the 


smises since the commencement of the 
, and that though pce : 


Nguidehor” might have been an occupation by the 
, it was not such an occu m of the property as to make it 
equitable to order the rates to be in full. In the present case there 
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and under such circumstances the rates ought to be paid in full. Bowzwn 
and Fry, L.JJ., concurred. Liberty was given to the liquidators to pay 
the rates out of the assets, and, in default of their so doing, liberty was 
given to the borough authority to distrain on the company’s goods.— 
Counset, Romer, Q.O., and Phipson Beale; Finlay, Q.C., and Albert Gray. 
Soricrrors, Sharpe, Parkers, § Co; Stibbard, Gibson, § Co. 





Trustee—Contract or Trustee Tro apsotve Co-Trustezs From JoInT 
LIABILITY TO CESTUI QUE TRUST.—In the case of Belemorev. Watson, before 
the Court of Appeal, No. 1, on the 3rd inst., the question was as to 
whether one of several trustees can absolve his co-trustees from the joint 
liability of the trustees to the cestui que trust. The action was by a Mrs. 
Belemore against the three trustees of her marriage settlement, for a 
declaration that they had committed a breach of trust by investing the 
trust funds on an insufficient mortgage, and for an order that the trustees 
should replace the trust funds. It was admitted that a decree should be 
made against the trustees, but, as between the trustees, it was contended 
that one of them, a Mr. Woodgate, was primarily liable. On behalf of 
one of the trustees it was alleged that he had been reluctant to enter upon 
the trust, but that he had consented to doso on Mr. Woodgate under- 
taking to indemnify him against any loss if he accepted. On behalf of 
both the trustees it was alleged that Mr. Woodgate, who had negotiated 
the mortgage, took upon himself the entire management of the trust, that 
he was the sole acting trustee, and that he had acted in such a way that 
he should be considered by the court to have assumed all the responsi- 
bility with regard to the trust. It was further alleged that on the facts 
he should be considered to have known that the security was insufficient ; 
also that he had concealed facts from his co-trustees which would have 
induced them to refuse the mortgage. Pearson, J. (28 Soticrrors’ JourNAL, 
303), decided in favour of Mr. Woodgate, and held that, even if there had 
been such a contract of indemnity as alleged, it would not have been 
binding in law. The co-trustees appealed. The court (Brerr, M.R., 
and Corron and Linpizy, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Brerr, M.R., 
agreed with Pearson, J., that there was, in fact, no contract of 
indemnity, express or implied. Mr. Woodgate was charged with 
negligence to his co-trustees. But negligence involved duty. There is, 
however, no fiduciary relation between co-trustees, and no contract, 
from the mere fact of being such trustees, and, therefore, that 
mere fact does not oblige one trustee to be careful in any way to 
another. In circumstances of fraud a trustee might be liable to his co- 
trustee, or if, without consulting them, and without their knowledge, he 
invested the trust funds. There is no duty between co-trustees, and their 
sole duty is to the cestui que trust. As to the point that, as Mr. Woodgate 
alone acted in the management of the trust, there was a duty by him to 
his co-trustees to exercise due care in the investment, that could only be 
by virtue of the relation of principal and agent, which could only arise 
out of a contract founded on legal consideration. But ifthereis no ad- 
vantage to one or detriment to the other of the contracting parties, there 
is no contract to which law or equity will give effect. Nothing done 
between co-trustees could relieve them of their joint duty to the cestui que 
trust. As between them it was the duty of each and all to take 
that care to which the cestui que trust was entitled. It was decided in 
the case of Lingard v. Bromley (1 V. & Bea. 114) that in the case of several 
persons on whom a duty is equally binding, a promise by one merely to 
do his own duty, and to absolve the others from performing the joint 
duty, is not a contract which can be relied on by them against him, and 
the law will not notice such a contract if proved. The judgment of 
Pearson, J., was right, and the appellants had not made out any relation 
as between themselves and Mr. Woodgate in any way, or by any acts of 
his, so as to entitle them to indemnity from him for their joint liability to 
the cestui que trust. Cotton, L.J., in concurring, said that to hold Mr. 
Woodgate liable would be to give a preminm to trustees to be idle, as the 
most active trustees would be held the most responsible. Linpzey, L.J., 
was of the same opinion.— CounseL, Higgins, Q.C., Rigby, Q.C., and B. 
Eyre ; Horace Davey, Q.C., Karslake, ae, and Gent. Sorrcrrors, J. W. 
Sykes ; Newman, Stretton, § Hilliard. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


PARLIAMENTARY Depostr—Anortive Pustic Company — Forrgrrure — 
Cratms or Promorersanp PartiamenTary AGEnNT—Moenitori0vs CrEDITORS.— 
In the case of In re The Birmingham and Lichfield Junction Railway Company, 
before Chitty, J., on the 2nd inst., the question arose whether the promoters 
of an abortive railway company and the pemiersentary agent employed by 
them were entitled to pate in the distribution of the  cstlaguantary 
deposit as meritorious creditors under the usual clause inserted in special 
Acts authorizing public Leer gg ge which provides that the deposit after 
of the payment of compensation, if any, 6 either be forfeited to her 
Majesty, or, in the tion of the court, if the company is in- 
solvent and has been ordered to be wound up, or a Peceiver &. been 
appointed, shall wholly or in part be paid or transferred to such re- 
ceiver, or to the liquidator of the company, or be otherwise applied as 
part of the assets of the creditors cngealy- In re Bradford mnie 
Company (25 W. R. 88, L. R. 4 Ch. D. 18), and In re Lowestoft, Yarmouth 
Ge Tramways Company (25 W. R. 625, L. B. 6 Oh. D, 484), were referred 
to. Currry, J., that it was, on the words of the section, 
plain that when the landowners had been satisfied the money was not 
to be applied for the benefit of all the creditors, without distinction as to 
the nature and merits of their claims. The effect of the decisions referred 
to was that a distinction was drawn between the claims against the com- 
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and that the claims of the promoters of the company, and ms engaged 
inthe promotion or getting up of the company, were not to be considered 
in the exercise of the discretion pan pe, ap the court as meritorious, 
notwithstanding that such claims would as debts in a winding up. As 
to the parliamen agent’s claim, it was true that he was not a promoterin 
the stricter sense of the word, and, no doubt, it appeared that he ex- 
ted to be paid by the company, and was a creditor of the company, 
ut the services he rendered as parliamentary agent were merely services 
rendered in bringing into existence a paper company. The decision of 
Jessel, M.R., in In re Lowestoft, Yarmouth, §c., Tramways Company, was an 
express decision against the claim of the parliamentary agent. Moreover, 
the object of the legislation relating to parliamentary deposits 
was to place a check upon those who. brought before Parlia- 
ment undertakings which were ey 4 to prove abortive. To apply the 
deposit in payment of the claim of the parliamen agent woul be in- 
consistent with the policy of the enactments, and would operate as a distinct 
encouragement to those who took part in bringing before the Legislature 
unsubstantial and abortive schemes. The claim of the Crown to the sum 
forfeited, while the forfeiture was regarded as a fine on the promoters or as 
compensation to the public for the injury done by the failure to make the 
railway after pre-occupation of the ground, was preferable to the claims of 
the parliamentary agent. Neither he nor the promoters could be treated 
as meritorious creditors.—Covnsg., Stirling, for the Crown; Whitehorne, 
Q.C., for the promoters; B. B. Rogers, for the parliamentary agent. 
Soricrtors, Solicitor to the Treasury ; Godden, Holme, § Co. ; Miller, Smith, 
§ Bell. 





Serrtep Lanp Acr (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), ss. 3, 34—Tznant ror Lire 
AND REMAINDERMAN—SALE or Property supsect TO LEasE—APPLICATION 
or PurcHAsE-MoNEY.—In Cottrell v. Cottrell, which came before Kay, J., 
on the 30th ult., a question arose as to the apportionment, under section 
34 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, as between tenant for life and re- 
mainderman, of purchase-moneys arising on a sale of property subject to 
alease. A testator, by his will, dated in 1848, devi a certain freehold 
house in Leicester-square to trustees in trust for his daughter for life, 
and after her death in trust for her children equally in fee as tenants in 
common. On the 19th of July, 1851, the property was let for sixt 
years, at a rent of £200 a year, which was then a rack rent. On the 4t 
of March, 1884, these premises were sold by the tenant for life under 
powers conferred by section 3 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, for £10,000, 
which, when invested, would produce about £300 a year. A petition was 
presented by the tenant for life asking that the whole of the income of the 
£10,000 might be paid to her during her life. Kay, J., said that the 34th 
section of the Settled Land Act, 1882, was practically identical with the 
74th section of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845. The object of the section 
was to keep the tenant for life and remainderman in the same relative 
position as if there had been no sale, and in that case the tenant for life 
could not have received more than £200 a year. Therefore, the order 
must be (following the cases of In re Mette’s Estate, L. R. 7 Eq. 72; In re 
Wootton’s Estate, 14 W. R. 469, L. R. 1 #4, 589; and In re Wilkes’ Estate, 
L. R. 16 Ch. D. 597) that the tenant for life should receive only £200 a 
year during the continuance of the lease, and that the surplus of the 
income should be accumulated.—CounseL, Hastings, Q.C., and Levett ; 
Kekewich, Q.C., and Hind ; Northmore Lawrence. Soutcrrors for all parties, 
Ley § Lake. 


Hvussanp AND Wire—Girr To Ssparate Uss—SsHares—TRAnsFER INTO 
Name or Hussanp—Recerpr or Drvipenps ny Huspanp—Iwp.iiep Grer— 
Berpen or Proor.—In Jn re Curtis, Hawes v. Curtis, which came before 
Kay, J., on the 30th and 3ist ult., a question arose as to the right, as 
between husband and wife, to certain shares bequeathed to the wife for 
her separate use. In 1860 Mrs. Curtis became entitled, under the will of 
a testator, to a one-fifth share of his residuary personal estate for her 
separate use. This bequest was represented by 300 cemetery shares and 
eighteen gas shares, which were, in 1860, transferred by the executor 
into the name of her husband. The husband made entries in his accounts, 
during the years 1860 to 1862, to the effect that these shares were the 
scparate property of his wife. From that time to the date of his death, 
in 1884, he received the dividends on these shares without specifically 
paying them over, or accounting for them, to the wife, although, as to 
some other shares to which she was entitled for her separate use, 
which he held for her, he paid over the dividends to her ar: He 
did not dispose of these shares during his life, nor did he deal with them 
in any way except so far as was rendered necessary by certain c in 
her husband, No claim was made by the re tatives of the to 
the constitution of the companies. e wife died in 1884, a few days after 
the past dividends. Kay, J., said that the mere transfer of pro 
which was the separate estate of the wife was not per se sufficient evidence 
of a gift to the husband, who remained a trustee for the wife. Although 
he had received the dividends during his life, he had not dealt with the 
shares in an a The burden of proof was upon the representatives of 
the husband, and they had failed to discharge it. ,The shares, therefore, 
belonged to the estate of the wife.—-Counssi, Hastings, Q.O. ; Renshaw ; 
G. P. C. Lawrence; Robinson, Q.0., and Stirling, Sortcrrors, Baker, 
Blaker, § Hawes ; Bedford § Monier- Williams, 


Cuanrry—Partims to Actron—Arrorney-GengraL—Onvrcn Burvine 
Comarrrer—Crerivicarr or Cuanrry Commisstonrns—Cuarrran.e Trusts 
Act, 1853, 88, 17, 62.—In a case of Strickland vy. Weldon, before Pearson, 
J., on the 27th ult., the question arose whether the Attorney-General was 
® necessary party to an action relating to a fund raised by voluntary 


and | deposited at a wharf in the name of the 





contributions, The action was brought by five of the members of a 
church building committee, on of all the members, against the 
former vicar of the parish, who had, while he was vicar, been a member 
of the committee, for an account of all moneys received and paid by him 
in respect of a church building fund, and payment to the plaintiffs of the 
balance found due from him. The fund in question was raised by the 
voluntary subscriptions of the parishioners for the improvement of the 

ish church. e vicar and churchwardens and other parishioners had 
ormed themselves into a committee for the p . Pearson, J., held 
that the action could not be maintained, because the members of the 
committee were all agents of the subscribers to the fund, and one agent 
could not maintain an action against another for an account of moneys 
received on behalf of gd, peng h and also that the action related to 
a charity, and even if it been brought on behalf of the subscribers to 
the fund, it could not have been maintained in the absence of the 
Attorney-General. His lordship declined to decide the question, which 
he thought a difficult one, whether, on the construction of sections 17 and 
62 of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1853, the action could be brought without 
the certificate of the Charity Commissioners.—Covnset, Freritt, Q.C., and 
L. Ryland ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Buckley. Soxicrrors, Clarke, Wood- 
cock, § Ryland ; Hores § Pattisson. 





IxsuncTion—NvisancE-—Fovutine or Srream—Qvuia timer Action.— 
In a case of Fletcher v. Bealey, before Pearson, J., on the 27th ult., the 
question arose whether the court would grant an injunction to restrain a 
prospective injury from the fouling of a stream. The plaintiff was a 
paper manufacturer, his works being on the bank of a river, the water 
of which he used in his manufacture. The defendants were alkali manu- 
facturers, their works being higher up the river. In the course of their 
manufacture they DB pane large quantities of refuse known as “‘ vat 
waste.’”? They had recently become yearly tenants of a piece of land 
between three and four acres in extent on the bank of the river, about 
a mile above the plaintiff's mill, for the p of di ing of their 
‘* vat waste.”” The piece of land sloped om the river, and on that 
— of land they had already tipped a considerable heap of the waste. 

t was admitted that in process of time there would flow from such a 
heap a green liquid, which, if allowed to get into the river to an appreci- 
able extent, would render the water unfit for the plaintiff’s manufacture. 
The plaintiff did not allege that he had as yet sustained any injury, but 
he said that in time the deleterious liquid must flow from the heap, and 
that it might continue to flow for forty years, and that from the nature 
of the ground it must flow into the river. It was contended that in such 
a case the court would grant an injunction in a guia timet action. The 
defendants said that they intended to manage the drainage of the heap 
in such a way that the injurious liquid should not find its way into the 
river. Pgranrson, J., refused to grant an injunction, and dismissed the 
action. He said that the law was settled by such cases as The Barl of 
Ripon v. Hobart (3 M. & K. 169), The Attorney-General v. The Corporation of 
Kingston (13 W. R. 888), and Salvin v. The North Brancepeth Coal Company 
(L. R. 9 Ch. 705). In order to sustain a guia timet action there must be 
proof of immment danger, and also proof that the apprehended damage, 
if ié should come, would be almost irreparable. In the present case it 
was quite possible for the defendants, by means of pumps, or otherwise, 
to prevent the liquid from running into the river. ere was no im- 
minent danger. an appreciable quantity of the liquid should find its 
way into the river, the intiff could then come to the court. The 
action was dismi without prejudice to the right of the plain- 
tiff to bring another action hereafter.—CounseL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 
L. Ryland ; Higgins, Q.C., and Stirling. Sourcrrors, Clarke, Woodcock, ¢ 
Ryland ; Cunliffe, Beaumont, ¢ Davenport. 





Brut or Sare— Reersrration —Transrer or Imuepiats Ricsr oF 
Possesston—Pieperk or WHaARFINGER’s WARRANT FOR Goops—BIL1is oF 
Saue Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 43), ss. 3, 8, 9, 17.—In a case of Jn re 
Cunningham § Co., before Pearson, J., on the 24th inst., an important 
question arose upon the construction of the Bills of Sale Act of 1882—viz., 
whether the Act applies to a transaction by which the right to take immediate 
possession of chattels is given by the grantor to the grantee, and possession 
is accordingly taken by the grantee. In February, 1883, A. agreed to lend 
a.qumagnay S380 on See acustiy: of £80 canes of Hn platen, hich ween See 
ew J 
warrant for the was delivered to A., and was indorsed on of 
the company to W., peg tpenpadney It was agreed that A. should 
be at liberty to obtain a new warrant making the 
goods deliverable to W. or order. The money was advanced to the 
congeag ena aee & 1883, and on April 4, 1883, a new warrant was 
obtained, making the goods deliverable to W. or . 

1883, the following document was also given to A., Sened y Coane 
om Renee Ee. aoe at | have thi i 
following goods—via.: Warran 
a seourity for the payment of the sum of 
together with interest thereon from the date h 
annum till payment, such sum of £200 and interest 
also a further charge on all other securities now held, or that may be held, 
by him from me; and this security also to be retained by him as a collateral 
security for the payment of all other advances or debts due, or 
becoming due, to him by me. if the said sum of £200 and interest 
aforesaid be not repaid sums 
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And 
as by the Srd 
in which I may be indebted to him as eae bones Sue, I Se Bee 
authorize A., his executors, administrators, or assigns, to dispose of the 
securities, or either of them, by public sale or private contract, and out 
the proceeds thereof to pay all expenses of incidental to such sale 
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contract, and retain the said amount or sum of £200 and interest as 
aforesaid until the time of such retainer, or so much and such part thereof 
respectively as shall remain unpaid, and any further sum in which I may 
be indebted to him.’”’ This document was not registered under the Bills 
of Sale Act, and, the company being in liquidation, the liquidator raised 
the objection that the security was void under that Act. Pearson, J., 
following the principle of the decision of Cave, J., in the recent case of 
Ex parte Close (33 W. R. 228), held the registration was unnecessary. He 
said that, if the document was a bill of sale within the Act it was void, 
because it was not registered, and also, under section 9, because it was not 
in the form given in the schedule to the Act. It was quite plain that the 
document went far beyond a mere pledge of property, for it gave the 
grantee power to sell the property, and the security extended to further 
advances by the grantee. It was contended that the Act did not apply to 
a@ bill of sale given by a company, but an ordinary bill of sale given by a 
company was as much within the mischief of the Act as any other bill of 
sale. The 17th section of the Act, however, made this matter clear. It 
provided that nothing in the Act should apply to any debentures issued 
by an incorporated company, and secured upon the capital, stock, or 
goods, chattels, or effects of such a company. If a bill of sale 
given by a aT was entirely outside the Act, that section would 
have been absolutely unnecessary and insensible. He, therefore, held 
that the document in question was not made valid simply because 
it was executed by a company. But the more serious question 
was, whether the Act applied to any case in which an immediate right to 
possession of chattels was conferred by the grantor on the grantee, and the 
tee took immediate possession in accordance with the contract. His 
lordship thought it would have been very difficult to contend that the Bills 
of Sale Acts of 1854 and 1878 did not apply to such a case. But, what- 
ever might have been the intention of the Legislature, or whatever the 
spirit of the Act might seem to require, it was very difficult to say that a 
document of this kind, though it might be as much within the mischief as 
any other bill of sale, was included in the words of the Act of 1882. Cave, J., 
in Ex parte Close, said :—‘‘ Apart, however, from any authority, I am satisfied, 
on the construction of the Bills of Sales Acts, that they do not include letters 
of hypothecation accompanying a deposit of goods by merchants or 
factors, or pawn -tickets given by pawnbrokers, or, in fact, any case where 
the object and effect of the transaction are immediately to transfer the 
possession from the grantor to the grantee.’’ No doubt, in that case, the 
document was very different from the document in thé present case, and 
his lordship agreed with the argument that he ought to look at the 
delivery of the warrant and the execution of the other document as all one 
transaction, for, but for that document, the loan would never have been 
effected. Still the question remained whether that document was a bill of 
sale which ought to have been registered. His lordship was unable to get 
over this difficulty. If the document was void under the Act it was void, 
not only because it was not registered, but because it was not in the 
form given in the schedule. That form contained this clause: ‘‘ Provided 
always, that the chattels hereby assigned shall not be liable to seizure or 
to be possession of by the grantee for any cause other than those 
specified in section 7 of the Act.’? Now, looking at the nature of the 
transaction and the intention of the parties, it was impossible that any bill 
of sale in the present case should have included that clause. His lordship 
was, therefore, thrown back on the decision of Cave, J., that the Act did 
not apply to a case in which immediate possession was intended to be 
given to the grantee, and immediate possession was taken accordingly. 
He could not see that the fact that the delivery of the warrant and the 
execution of the other document were one transaction made any difference, 
nor could he think that a document which could not have contained the 
above clause in the form inthe schedule was a bill of sale within the 
Act. Though by this decision he might be opening the door to transac- 
tions which the Legislature intended to make void, he had no right to 
declare a security void unless the Legislature had expressly said that it was 
to be void.—Covnset, Warmington, Q.C., and Seward Brice ; Higgins, Q.C., 
Macaskie, and W. A. Attenborough. Sorscrrors, Bellamy, Strong, § Co. ; 
Attenborough. , 


Apurmisreation Actios—Liuitep Inquintes pirectep—VAatinity or Ap- 
POINTMENT OF Tuvstex PENDING Inquinies—R. S. C., 1883, onn. 55, RR. 10, 
12.—In a case of Hall v. Hall, before Pearson, J., on the 23rd inst., a 
question arose as to the validity of an appointment of a trustee, made 
pending some inquiries in an administration action. A testator by his 
will gave the residue of his personal estate to three trustees on certain 
trusts, and he directed that any vacancy which might occur in the office of 
trustee should be filled up within one year from the happening thereof, 
bat the will contained no power to appoint new trustees. He appointed 
the three trustees executors. The testator died in 1879. One of the 
trustees , and another died in April, 1883. The action was 
commenced by writ on the 16th of May, 1883, by the beneficiaries against 
the non tae trustee for the administration of the personal estate and the 
execution of the trusts. No new trustee had then been appointed. On the 
2th of May, 1843, judg.nent was pronounced, directing only certain 
inquiries——{inter alia) an inquiry whether any and whst persons had been 
—— new trustees, and whether any and what proceedings should be 

for the appointment of new trustees.. The inquiries not having 

been answered, the defendant, on the 21st of December, 1884, executed a 
deed, by which, in exercise of the power conferred on him by the Convey- 
Act, 141, he appointed a new trustee of the will to act jointly 

with himself. The plaintiffs moved for an i junction to restrain the 
defendant from transterring the trust fund to the new trustee, and to re- 


stesin the person 80 appointed frum acting us a trustee of the will, It was 
that the power of appointing new trustees could be exercised 





only with the sanction of the court. Pzarson, J., was of opinion that, 
after the inquiry had been directed it was the duty of the defendant not 
to appoint a new trustee without first applying for the sanction of the 
court. But the power of nominating a new trustee remained in the 
defendant, though the court must be satisfied that a proper person was 
appointed. No objection, however, was made to the person who had been 
appointed, and the court would not interfere.—CounszL, Cookson, Q.C., 
and H. Warlters Horne ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Underhill. Soxtcrrors, 
Waddilove § J2hnson ; A. W. Milis. 





PracticEe—ExEcvTtoR—RIGuT OF ONE EXEcurToR TO suE ALONE—R. 8. C., 
1883, orp. 16, rn. 6.—In a case of Drage v. Hartopp, before Pearson, J., on 
the 23rd ult., the question arose whether one of two executors could alone 
maintain an action to enforce an equitable security for part of the testator’s 
estate. The statement of claim alleged that the security had been taken 
in the name of a firm of solicitors of which the other executor was a mem- 
ber, on his behalf, and that the mortgagor had notice that the money 
formed part of the testator’s estate. The defendant (the mortgagor) 
applied to stay the proceedings in the action until the other executor was 
made a party. He had absconded, and was supposed to be out of the 
jurisdiction. Pzanson, J., refused the application. He said that if the 
allegations made by the plaintiff were proved, it would not be necessary 
to join the co-executor, and, if they were not proved, the defendant could 
then renew his application to the court.—CounseL, Langley ; Whitworth. 
Soxicrrors, Prior, Bigg, § Co. ; Fairfoot, Webb, § Rooke. 





Witt—Consrruction—Money.—In a case of Hart v. Hernandez, before 
Pearson, J., on the 26th ult., a question arose as to the construction of 
the word ‘‘money’’ ina will. The testator gave a freehold house to his 
wife in fee. He then bequeathed some pecuniary legacies, and gave the 
remainder of his money, after payment of his debts and testamentary and 
other expenses, to his wife. He also gave to her the furniture and effects 
in his dwelling-house, with certain exceptions, giving the excepted 
articles to other persons. Pearson, J., held that the residuary gift to 
the wife included, not only cash, but all investments which would, in 
common parlance, be spoken of as money—everything which represented 
money.—CounseL, Freeman ; Warmington, Q.C., and FE. Garnet Man; H. J. 
Hood ; Jolliffe. Sourcrrors, Senior, Attree, § Co. ; Andrew Wood & Glasier ; 
Darley § Cumberland ; J. J. Hubbard, Son, § Eve. 


ADMINISTRATION—Bonp—Repucep Pgenatty—Diminvution or EstatE— 
Fravup or Guarpian—20 & 21 Vicr. c. 77, s.82.—In the Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Division, on the 27th inst., a motion was made (Jn the Goods of 
Halliwell) to reduce the amount of an administration bond under the 
following circumstances. The deceased, who was a widow, died intestate 
on the 3lst of October, 1875, leaving seven children, all of whom were 
infants. The grandfather and only next of kin of the infants having 
renounced the guardianship, letters of administration were, on the 8th of 
December, 1875, granted to William Harland Hebb as the curator or 
guardian, lawfully elected, of four of the children of the deceased, for 
their use and benefit and for the use and benefit of the other children, and 
until one of them should attain the age of twenty-one. The personal estate 
and effects of the deceased were sworn under £4,000. The eldest daughter 
of the deceased attained the age of twenty-one in 1881, and the second 
daughter attained that age in 1882. Both of them were resident in New 
Zealand, and no further grant of administration was made to cither of 
them. In July, 1883, Hebb absconded, and his address is unknown. No 
accounts as to the estate of the deceased were forthcoming from him, but 
it appeared that he had misappropriated a considerable portion of it. In 
December, 1873, Beatrice Amy Halliwell, the second daughter of the 
deceased, nominated William Henry Rowlands as her attorney to obtain 
administration in England of the estate of her mother, for her use and 
benefit, till she should apply for a grant of administration. From an 
affidavit made by the attorney it appeared that the personal estate of the 
deceased consisted solely of one-third share of the personal estate of her 
husband, who died intestate in 1874. At the time of the death of the 
widow this share was worth £3,446 11s. 2d., but, by reason of the defalca- 
tions of the guardian, it had been reduced to £1,267 6s. 5d. On a motion 
for the court to direct that the administration bond should be for 
£1,267 6s. 5d. only, Hannen, P., observed that the case of In the Goods of 
Fozard (12 W. R. 19, 3 8. & T. 173) appeared to be in point. The estate 
had been reduced in value through the fraud of the guardian of the 
infants, and therefore the bond might be given for an amount repre- 
senting its present value.—CovunseL, Searle. Soricrrons, Peacock § Goddard, 





BANKRUPTCY CASES, 


SaANKKUPTCY—Pnroor—Joint anp Seranate Estare—TRusrees—Aoner- 
MENT #Y SevenaL Pensons to Give Monrraacgr—Fonrm or Covenant.—In a 
case of Ez parte Craven, before the Court of Appeal on the 30th ult., a 
question arose as to the admission of a proof against the separate estate of 
a liquidating debtor. A testator, who was a trader, died in 1871. By his 
will he authorized his three sons, B., O., and J., whom he appointed trus- 
tees and executors of his will (there being a fourth trustee and a fourth 
executor, not the same person), to carry on his business after his death 
and to employ his assets in so doing. He gave his residuary estate in 
equal shares between his ten children (including the three trustees), the 
shares of four, who were daughters, to settled on trusts for themselves 
respectively for life, with remainder to their issue, A question arose 
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whether the profits of the business since the testator’s death belonged to 
the trust estate, and in 1873 a bill was filed in the Court of Chancery, on 
behalf of the infant children of two of the testator’s daughters, the 
three trustees, for the administration of the testator’s estate and the settle- 
ment of the a in dispute. In June, 1879, an agreement was come 
to between the plaintiffs and the defendants for the compromise of the 
suit. By this agreement it was provided—(1) that the capital share of 
each of the ten children in the testator’s residuary estate should be taken 
to be £12,000, as on the Ist of July, 1876, and that the profits and 
accumulations of interest as on that day attributable to each share should 
be taken to be £5,000; (4) that B., O., and J. should pay half the amount 
due for profits and accumulations of interest, and su uent interest, to 
the other seven children on the Ist of July, 1879, and the other half on the 
3ist of December, 1879, and should secure the payment of £84,000 (i.e., 
seven capital shares of £12,000 each) by a mortgage of the business pre- 
mises, and ‘‘upon making such payments and giving such security ’’ 
should be deemed to have purchased for their own benefit the whole of the 
testator’s real and personal estate. On the 16th of December, 1879, Hall, 
V.C., sanctioned this agreement on behalf of the infants and the married 
women, and made an order staying the further proceedings in the suit 
except for the purpose of carrying the agreement into effect. C., one of 
the testator’s daughters, was not a OB pe to the agreement, but she 
assented to the order confirming it. e proposed mortgages were never 
executed, and the stipulated payments were not made at the appointed 
times. In December, 1879, B. retired from the ee veange and in May, 
1880, he compounded with his creditors. In December, 1880, J. retired, 
and, in 1882, he filed a liquidation petition. In March, 1883, O. filed a 
liquidation petition. In this iiquidation C. claimed te prove against the 
separate estate of O. for a sum of £5,063, of which £2,201 was for interest 
on the £12,000, and £2,862 was for arrears of interest and accumulations 
of profits accrued under the agreement for compromise. Cave, J., held 
that the proof could not be admitted, because, on the construction of the 
agreement, the liability of the trustees was joint only, and not joint and 
several, and that this liability took the place of their original liability in 
the character of trustees, and also that, the aay not having been 
executed, the court could not act upon the theory that it would, if exe- 
cuted, have contained a joint and several covenant by the mortgagors for 
the payment of the mortgage money, and, therefore, that the debtor, bein 
in equity liable as if the mortgage, which he had agreed to execute, h: 
been, in fact, executed, was severally liable for the mortgage debt and 
interest. The Court of Appeal (Brerr, M.R., and Corron and Linpiey, 
L.JJ.) reversed the decision, and admitted the proof. They said that the 
liability of trustees to their cestuis gue trust in respect of trust moneys in 
their hands is always joint and several, and the agreement of compro- 
mise only defined the amount of the liability of the trustees in the present 
case, but did not, until its terms had been carried out, by making the pay- 
ments and executing the mortgages in accordance with the agreement, put 
an end to the relation of trustee and cestui que trust, or convert the trustees 
into purchasers of the estate. Therefore, till the agreement had been 
carried out, the three trustees remained jointly and severally liable for the 
moneys which they had agreed to pay, and there was a right of proof in 
respect of those moneys against the separate estate. But, even-if there 
was no liability except under the agreement, still, so far as related to 
moneys which were to be secured by the mortgage, there would be a 
right of proof against the separate estate. For, if the m had been 
executed in the ordinary and proper form, and in the only form which 
the court would have sanctioned, it would have contained a joint and 
several covenant by the mortgagors for the payment of the mortgage 
debt, and each of the mortgagors would have been severally liable. In 
equity that which had been agreed to be done was treated as done, and, 
consequently, the liquidating debtor must be treated as severally liable for 
the mort;zage debt, and there was a right of proof in respect of it against 
his separate estate.—Counset, Rigby, Q.C., and Cooper Willis, Q.C.; 
Winslow, Q.C., and Finlay Knight. Soxrcrrors, Gregory, Roweliffes, $ Co. ; 


8. 8. Seal. 





Banxroptcy — Proor — Evipence — JupoMENT AFTER Act or Banx- 
rupTcy.—In a case of Ex parte Bonham, before the Court of Appeal on the 
30th ult., a question arose as to the admission of a proof in hen toy. 
The bankruptcy commenced in 1842, the fiat having issued on the 2nd of 
September, 1842, upon an act of bankruptcy completed on the 2nd of 
August, 1842. At that time there were no assets available, the bank- 
fet ary rty consisting mainly of a reversionary interest. The bank- 
rupt died In 1872. His father died in 1878, and thereupon the reversion 
fell into possession, and became available for yoy ter a of the creditors. 
In the present case a proof was tendered, in 1884, by the executrix of a 
person who appeared to have recovered a judgment against the bankrupt 
on the llth oP August, 1842, after the commission of the act of bank- 
ruptey. A certified copy of the entry of the judgment was produced from 
the Public Record Office. There was no other evidence of the existence of 
a debt, the executrix herself knowing nothing of the circumstances. The 
testator had never tendered any proof in his lifetime. He died in 1874. 
Mr. Registrar Pepys held that there was no sufficient evidence of a debt, 
and rejected the proof. The Court of Appeal (Brert, M.R., and Corron 
and Linpiey, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Brerr, M.R., said that he was 
oo mt to lay it down that when the only evidence of a debt was a 

udgment, and that judgment had been obtained after the act of bank- 
ruptey on which the proceedings were founded, the debt could not be 
roved in the bankruptcy. Corron and Linpiey, L.JJ., concurred.— 
lOUNSEL, Cooper Willis, Q.C., and Sidney Woolf; Winslow, Q.C., and Yate 
Lee, Soxrcrrons, J. R. Chidley ; Still § Son. 





Taverse tw Banxnvyroy—Disciamar or Teass—Rront To Renove] 





Crors—Banxruptcy Act, 1869, ss. 23, 125—56 Geo. 3, c. 50, s. 11.—In a 
case of Lybbe v. Hart, before the Court of A: on the 28th inst., a 
question arose as to the right of the trustee in the liquidation of a tenant 
of a farm, after disclaiming the lease under the 23rd section of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1869, to remove and sell the hay, straw, and crops, notwith- 
standing that the lease contained a covenant by the tenant not to remove 
the same, but to consume them on the farm, It was contended on behalf 
of the lessor that section 11 of the Act, 56 Geo. 3, c. 50, applied. That 
section provided in substance that no assignee of any bankrupt or of any 
insolvent debtor’s estate shall have any greater right to remove hay, 
straw, or other produce from a farm than the tenant would have. Chitty, 
J. (27 Sortcrrors’ Journat, 349), granted an injunction to restrain the 
trustee from removi the hay, straw, and crops, and the Court of 
Appeal (BacGALiay, WEN, and Fry, LJJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Baaea.tay, L.J., said that the covenant in the lease did not, to use the 
words of Chitty, J., run with the land or with the crops. On the deter- 
mination of the lease by bankruptcy, neither lessor nor lessee could 
benefit from such a covenant, and the lessor could only prove 
for damages for breach of covenant. If there had been a surrender of 
the lease immediately before the passing of the Act of Geo. 3, the 
landlord would only have been entitled to prove in the bankruptcy for the 

he had suffered. The preamble of the Act stated that it 
was ‘‘expedient that the execution of legal process should be 
so regulated as to be consistent with good husbandry.” It 
could not be consistent with good husbandry that, on the lessee’s 
bankruptcy, his ignees should step in and carry off all the hay 
and crops as assets, leaving the lessor to prove for ge the 
matter would have stood under the Act of Geo. 3. The disclaimer of 
a lease under section 23 was, under the Act of 1869, equivalent to a 
surrender of the lease at the date of the adjudication. It was said that 
the Act of Geo. 3 did not apply after the Act of 1869. In his lordship’s 
opinion the Act of Geo. 3 was still in force, and section 23 of the Act of 
1869 must be read in conjunction with it. The Act of Geo. 3 made an 
exception from section 23. And, having to the terms of section 125 
of the Act of 1869, sub-sections 5 and 7, he was of opinion that the trustee 
in a liquidation stood in the same position as the trustee in a bankruptcy. 
Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., con ~—CounsEL, Cooper Willis, Q.C., and 
Fellows ; Macnaghten, Q.C., and A. 4B. Terrell. Soxicrrors, Carr, Fulton, 
§ Carr ; Newton, Caleott, § Calcott. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 


Soxicrron—Costs—CHARGE ON PROPERTY RECOVERED OR PRESERVED—23 
& 24 Vicr. c. 127, s. 28.—In a case of Turnbull v. Richardson, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 4th inst., a question arose as to declaring a 
solicitor entitled to a on property a by his exertions, 
under the power conferred by section 28 of the Solicitors Act of 1860, 
which provides in substance that, ‘‘in every case in which a solicitor shall 
be employed to prosecute or defend any sutt, it shall be lawful for 
the court to d such solicitor entitled to a charge upon the 
property recovered or preserved for the taxed costs, charges, and 
expenses of or in reference to such suit, and all conveyances and acts 
done to defeat, or which shall operate to defeat, such charge or 
right shall, unless made to a dond fide purchaser for value without notice, 
be absolutely void and of no effect as against such charge or right.”” 
the marriage in 1876 of a widow, who been carrying on a business, 
she, in consideration of the intended marriage, assigned to a trustee the 
stock-in-irade, trade utensils and implements, trade fixtures, and 
debts belonging to the business, and yo nga of the business, and all 
moneys standing to her credit at her and also some houses and 
other property, in trust for her absolutely until the marriage, and after 
the solemnization thereof u such trusts as she should by deed or 


e 


i 


, i Th 
vided that it should be lawful for the wife during her life, and during so 
long and to such extent as she should think fit so to do, the 
business as before, and during such time as she should continue to carry 
on the business all moneys, whether actually represen capital or 
income, which she might receive and ap 
be considered as income properly receivable and 
separate use, the intent and meaning of the deed being that the business 
might be carried on by her during her life, and the capital, assets, and 
profits thereof dealt with and ap) 
a feme sole and absolutely entitled thereto. 
the wife continued to — = the business as 
part of 1882 she was g sued by a number of creditors; two 
executions had been put in, and others were threatened. On the 0th 
of November, 1882, she commenced this action against the trustee of the 
settlement and her husband, claiming to have the trusts of the settlement 
administered, and to have the trust property in 
existing charges thereon, and asking that a iver might 
over the settled property, and a manager of the business. On the Ist of 
December, 1882, a receiver and manager was appoin 
tor ap ng for the plaintiff and for the trustee. On the 16th of 
December, 1882, on the application of the plaintiff, an order was made 
by Bacon, V.C., giving leave to the receiver to hold a meeting of the per- 
sons claiming to be tors of the business, for the purpose of 
ake cgeen eeree it on, and to the means and 
sel of payment of a 

eotings were accordingly ultimately, on March, 
1883, a resolution was passed by the majority of the persons present 
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accepting a proposal which had been made by the plaintiff for the settle- 
Sook of thn halen upon her estate, and that, upon her executing a deed 
of arrangement to carry out the proposal, the creditors should execute it. 
The proposal was to pay a composition of 15s. in the pound in instal- 
ments. The pro deed of arrangement was afterwards executed, and 
on the 15th of May, 1884, an order was made discharging the receiver. 
The first three instalments were paid by the receiver to all the creditors. 
The plaintiff failed to pay the subsequent instalments, and ultimately 
(her husband having meanwhile died) she presented a bankruptcy peti- 
tion, and on the 30th of June, 1884, she was adjudicated a bankrupt, and 
a trustee of her estate was appointed. The solicitor who had acted for 
the parties to the action applied to Bacon, V.C., for a declaration that he 
was entitled to a charge upon the property comprised in the settlement 
for his taxed costs, charges, and expenses of and in reference to the action 
as the solicitor for the plaintiff, and for the trustee of the settlement, 
on the ground that, by means of the action, and the appointment of 
the receiver, and the subsequent proceedings therein, the property of the 
plaintiff was preserved for the benefit of all the creditors of her business 
generally. Bacon V.C., refused the application. The Court of Appeal 
(Baccatiay, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) were of opinion that the solicitor 
could not be entitled to a charge for anything, except the costs, down to 
the completion of the appointment of the receiver. They intimated a doubt 
whether preserving the property from some of the creditors for all the 
creditors was “preserving”? it within the meaning of the Act. The 
counsel for the trustee in bankruptcy said that the costs down to the 
appuintment ofa receiver were so small that they would waive any objec- 
tion to the solicitor’s having a charge for them. The court accordingly 
declared the solicitor entitled to a charge for those costs. Baacatuay, 
L.J., said that no doubt the appointment of the receiver had had the 
cffect of stopping the proceedings of the creditors. But there the pre- 
servation of the property stopped ; the act was done, and what took place 
afterwards was mere matter of arrangement between the plaintiff and her 
creditors. There was no ‘‘ preservation’’ of the property. His lordship 
could not accede to the view that what took place afterwards flowed from 
the action; he thought that, as soon as the receiver was appointed, the 
‘« preservation’? of the property was complete. He thought it was the 
duty of the court, on declaring the solicitor entitled to a charge, to limit 
the charge to the costs of the writ, the motion for a receiver, and the pro- 
ceedings for completing his appointment. No doubt all the other acts 
were done honestly by the solicitor, and, as he thought, judiciously as the 
plaintiff's solicitor, but they were not done as part of the action, and he 
was not entitled as against the trustee in the bankruptcy to a charge on the 
property for his costs of those acts. The appeal in substance failed, and 
the appellant must pay the costs of it. Bowzn, L.J., concurred, but said 
that the court did not decide whether there had been any “‘ recovery or 

reservation ’’ of the property. Fry, L.J., was not convinced that there 
had been any “‘ preservation ’’ of the property ; but, if there had, it was 
limited to the appointment of the receiver.—Covunsgt, Millar, Q.C., and 
C. H. Turner ; Martin, Q.C., and Bardswell. Soutcrrors, £Z. H. Oliver ; 
Burton, Yeates, § Co. 





THE RAILWAY COMMISSION.* 


July 10, 14, 29; Oct. 15.—The Swindon, Marlborough, and Andover 
Railway Company v. The Great Western Railway Company and The 
London and South-Western Railwuy Company. 


Through rates and routes—Alternate route—When a facility in the 
interests of the public. 


Upon an application to the Railway Commissioners under section 
11 of the Regulation of Railways Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vict. c. 48), for 
an order allowing through rates and routes, the Commissioners held 
that a route for which through rates are proposed, that would be a 
reasonabJe and serviceable route if worked throughout by one railway 
company, does not lose its serviceableness because two or more com- 
pores are concerned in working it; for the Railway and Canal 

raffic Act, 1854, s. 2, is intended to secure that, in the case of a 
continuous line formed out of the railways of different companies, the 
companies should co-operate for the transit of through traffic, and 
send it : forward to its destination as though it were their own proper 
traffic. 

The Swindon and Marlborough Railway formed an alternative route 
between certain stations on the Great Western Railway and other stations 
on the South-Western Railway. 

Upon an application by the Swindon and Marlborough Railway Com- 
pany for through rates between such stations vid their railway, the rates 
to be the same as the existing rates between such stations by the alterna- 
tive route, which were agreed through rates, it was proved that the route 

by the Swindon and Marlborough Railway would effect a great 
saving in time and distance, and that the transfers at junctions were the 
satse by either route. 

Tuz Commisstoxens allowed the through rates and route as proposed, on 
the ground that the interests of the public were, under the circumstances, 
in favour of the existence of an alternative route at equal rates. They 
held that rates that excluded traffic from the shorter of these two 
through routes, and confined it to the longer, could not but be at the 
expense of public policy; and, though the quantity of traffic might 
be insignificant, and equal rates might not have much effect in developing 





* Reported by W. i. Macwamars, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 





through traffic by the route in question, it was a principle of importance 
to the public that a route between places offering the best opportunities 
for railway carriage, as far as distance was concerned, should not. be 
placed at a disadvantage merely because portions of the route belonged to 
railway companies which had an alternative route and made lower charges 
in favour of the Jatter. It would be an undue preference if a company, 
as to traffic of the same description going between the same places, 
worked it at through rates if the traffic passed off their line at one point, 
and refused that facility if it passed off their line at another point. 
Bompas, Q.C., and J. W. Batten, appeared for the applicants. 
Webster, Q.C., and R. 8. Wright, for the Great Western Railway Com- 
any. 
4 4 Clerk, Q.C., for the South-Western Railway Company. 
Solicitors for the applicants, George Davis, Son, § Co. 
Solicitor for the Great Western Railway Company, 2. R. Nelson. 
Solicitors for the South-Western Railway Company, Bircham § Co. 








SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Generat MEETING. 


A general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society took place at the 
Law Institution on Friday, the 30th ult., the chair being taken by Mr. 
Henry Roscog, the vice-president. 


Tue Brock 1n CHANCERY. 


The Vice-Presipent said:—I am sorry that the president is not suf- 
ficiently well to be able to preside over this meeting. He wrote to me to 
inform me that he had been very seriously ill, and was not well enough to 
travel to London on this occasion. I do not propose to trouble you with 
many observations, but I think that it may save time—and time is valuable 
to all of us—if with regard to one at least of the questions on the paper of 
business I were to make a few preliminary remarks ; inasmuch as otherwise 
you would perhaps be discussing a question somewhat in the dark, which 
might be more advantageously discussed if a little light were thrown upon 
the present state of the business connected with it. I refer to Mr. 
Munton’s notice of motion: ‘‘ That this meeting is of opinion that the 
trial of ,chancery witness causes otherwise than de die in diem not only 
creates great expense and inconvenience, but practically amounts to a 
denial of justice, and that an entire redistribution of the business of the 
five chancery courts is urgently called for.’’ I may inform the meeting 
that the special committee, of which Mr. Munton is a member, reported on 
this subject amongst others connected with the conduct of business in the 
Chancery Division, and laid a very able report before the council of 
this society. That report was taken into consideration, and, with certain 
minor modifications, was approved by the council. It was then for- 
warded to the Lord Chancellor, with a view rather that he should, if he 
thought fit, communicate the views therein expressed to the committee 
which he himself appointed for the consideration of the subject. That 
committee consists of the Master of the Rolls, Mr. Justice Kay, Mr. Justice 
Pearson, and half-a-dozen other gentlemen, eminent members of the bar, 
and others, and on that committee I have the honour of a place as repre- 
senting this society. I have, therefore, every means of knowing—al- 
though I must not go into particulars—I have every means of knowing 
what is going on with regard to the committee and the subject-matter of 
their deliberations. The consideration of the distribution and working of 
the whole Chancery Division, the object being to avoid unnecessary delay 
and expense, forms a part of them. I may say that the question of witness 
actions was the most prominent question brought before the committee. 
That it has received and is receiving every consideration the meeting may 
be fully assured. How it will be dealt with it is not forme to say. The 
report of the committee is not even yet in draft, but that the question is 
receiving every consideration at the hands of the committee you may be 
sure, and, to the extent of the ability of the committee, suggestions will 
be made for obviating a great amount of eyil which is felt by that com- 
mittee to be sustained by the public, suitors, and the profession by reason 
of the delay to which Mr. Munton refers. I really do not think I should 
save time by making any comments upon the other at of the business 
which is before you, and I will therefore ask Mr. Munton to move his 
resolution, and let such discussion take place as may arise. 

Mr. F. K. Monron then moved that this meeting is of opinion that the 
trial of chancery witness causes otherwise than de die in diem not only 
creates great expense and inconvenience, but practically amounts to a 
denial ot justice, and that an entire redistribution of the business of the 
five chancery courts 1s urgently called for. He said that he had several 
reasons by which he h to convince the meeting that this was a proper 
motion to bring forward to-day, and that the time had come when there 
should be something like an expression of feeling upon the part of the 
members generally with respect to one of the greatest troubles with which 
solicitors had to contend, The notice of motion was given by him for 
the annual meeting in July lest, but at that time the special committee 
had not dealt with aa raised by the motion, Ay in addition, it 
80 ha that he been prevented from attending the meetings of the 
committee, and he was not so familiar with their proceedings as he other- 
wise would have been. He hoped the time met come when the society, 
instead of one in January, April, and July for two or three hours 
the busiest time of the day, would meet at least once a fortnight or once a 








month as many other societies did, As it was, when the society met, 





~~ at ® ee eo 


ee a ae, 















B8 5. 

—— 
portance 
rtunities 
2 not. be 
onged to 
t charges 
ompany, 
> places, 
le point, 


ay Com. 


at the 
y Mr, 


t suf. 
me to 
gh to 
| With 
luable 
ber of 
wise 
Which 
upon 
. Mr. 
t the 
only 


' the 
eting 
2d on 
1 the 
il of 
‘tain 
for- 
f he 
ittee 
That 
tice 
bar, 

re- 

~al- 

ring 


y of 
lay 
ess 
ee, 
1ay 
‘he 
is 
rill 


m- 
on 


1is 








Feb. 7, 1885. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL © 


241 














the subject of the club was to be discussed, they could not get more than 
ten per cent. of the members in London to attend. Those who had 
ded the practice of the legal profession for the last twenty and more 
years would agree with him when he said that there never was a period 
in which there was a greater muddle in the law courts and offices than the 

resent. He would divide the business at once into two classes—business 
which had always been known as trust business, in which, of course, he 
included administrations and petitions to the court for advice and matters 
of that kind, and then a second class, which should comprise everything 
else that did not belong to trust business. There would be no great 
difficulty, he apprehended, in at once classifying trust, administration, and 
business of a similar character. He suggested that the first division 
should consist of two courts—one solely for dealing with non-con- 
tentious business, including trustees’ petitions for advice and matters 
of that sort, and there should be a second sub-division for the same class 
of business, only of a contentious character. He proposed that the other 
division should be divided into four courts. First, there should be a 
court for non-witness causes arising out of matters not provided for in 
the first division ; and, second, there should be a court constantly sitting 
for witness causes arising out of matters not connected with the first 
division. The third court might be devoted solely to chamber business, 
and the last court should be devoted only to motions. What solicitor 
going into a chancery court on a motion day did not go with a feeling 
that the mode in which motions was disposed of was extremely unsatis- 
factory? There was a rush to get rid of motions because there was other 
business to follow. Why should not motions in the Chancery Division be 
taken in the same way as in the Common Law Division? It was 
true that in the Common Law Division motions were made before two 
judges; but he could not understand why one wouldnot do. After giving 
an instance of lengthened delays and inconvenience in connection with 
acause in which he was acting, he urged the necessity of passing his 
motion. 

Mr. E. Kimper seconded the motion. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, @8 a member of the committee, regretted that they 
were so often ge of Mr. Munton’s assistance at their meetings, but 
he did not think that afforded a sufficient reason for his opening the 
question again to-day. He therefore would move, as an amendment, 
“That the motion be referred to the Judicature and Bankruptcy Rules 
Committee for consideration.”’ 

Mr. Epwarp Newman seconded the amendment. 

Mr. Kimper spoke in opposition. It was no good shutting up th® 
matter. It was not only the case that there were not enough judges» 
there were not enough chief clerks also; and how were they to get more ? 
It was in the interests of the public that the solicitors said they wanted 
more judges and more chief clerks, and the Lord Chancellor, as he under- 
stood, had admitted that more judges were needed. Then why did not 
he have the courage of his opinions? The public business of the country 
demanded that there should be more judges. 

Mr, James Water said that in other countries the people 
a power of organization which was altogether lacking in this country. 
The remedies were practical suggestions from societies of this kind direct- 
ing ie ‘ean how to organize, for they did not know, they wanted 
to be told. 

The amendment was then put, when the numbers were—for the 
amendment, forty-nine; against, thirty-two. The amendment was there- 
fore declared to be carried, and, being put as a substantive motion, it was 
adopted. 

Tue Lrprary. 

Mr. F. R. Parker moved, ‘‘ 'That a new edition of the library catalogue 
be printed and circulated among the members as soon as practicable.” 
He had not learnt from the president whether there was any opposition 
on the part of the council to his motion, but could not suppose there 
could be any. ‘The only possible objection he had heard hinted at was the 
question of ex He thought his motion would meet that, for if there 
were no funds with which to print and circulate it, it would not be prac- 
ticable. He had heard that a very large sum would be necessary—£2,000 
—but did not think it could require so much, seeing that they had already, 
in the old catalogue, got a great part of the work done. However, 
whether it would cost £200 or £2,000, he trusted the meeting would sup- 
port the resolution. The old catalogue bore the date of 1869 —fifteen years 
ago. That meant that, not only was it entirely out of date, but that it 
did not contain any of the hundreds of books added to the library since 
that date. It was circulated at that time, but every member who had 
since joined the society had not received a copy. His object was to excite 
a little more interest in the library, and to introduce those who did not 
know it to the treasures contained in it, and that they might have on their 
desks a volume telling them whether it was worth while going down to 
find that of which they were in search, and. to make it a worthy and fit 
rival to the four or five which were open to the bar, The Inns of Court 
had each a library, as well as one within the Courts of Justice. He sup- 
posed the council had failed in obtaining a library within the courts; but 
why the solicitors should not have an equal right to that library—why, in 
that public building, they should not have a right to enter that room and 
have access to the kshelves—he did not know. But they could not, 
and it was therefore the more incumbent upon the society to improve aud 
make their library as valuable as possible—es for the efit of 
those gentlemen who did not belong to old-established firms, and therefore 
did not probably possess a good collection of books, The accommodation 
was not such asit should be. Then the students—that was a burnin 
question in connection with the library. He thought the admission o 
students to the library was a very pan aR privilege; but the numbers 
had increased so greatly as to keep members out of their own room. They 





occupied the best two-thirds of the library, and the members were sent to 
one wing only. 

The Vice-Prestpent: Does this arise out of your motion ? 

Mr. Parxer thought it did, as he hoped desire to obtain books 
would lead the meeting to support it. 

Mr. G. A. Crownrr seconded the motion, and urgei that the council 
should take into consideration the desirability of doing something with 
regard to the arrangements for the students, so that members might have 
that access to the books which they were now denied. The catalogue ought 
to be as perfect a3 possible. 

The Vick-Presipent : I should like to say that the object of the council 
is to make the library as useful as ble to all parties, but when we 
seek to set the law students against the members we must bear in 
that they are the articled clerks of the members; anda more useful way of 
employing the library than showing your articled clerks how they can 
study to the best advantage I cannot conceive. I am not aware that they 
oust the members. I think there is no question that any member who 
wishes to consult the books can do so if he pleases, but if there is any 
complaint, of course it will be considered by the council, because they 
wish to regulate it for the benefit of the members. The question of 
expense in connection with the catalogue is a very one. Ido not 
say it would be £2,000, or what it would be. The question is, How much 
can we afford, and what would be the best way of ding it? You 
see, if we spend it upon a catalogue we can’t spend it upon books, It 
seems to me a question very much for the managing body of the pe 
the library committee—to consider. I don’t say we should not circ 
the catalogue if the time has come for so doing, but the question must 
have some reference to our means, and the most advantageous mode of 
spending the money which is available. 

My, Dax had had Lees occasion to use rey any. and pris 
no difficulty in consulting the present very catalogue, or in obtai 
the attention of those who were the attendants in the library. The 
library did credit to those who had gone before them in the profession, 
The question should be whether they could not improve the library by 
the addition of books. He thought it too soon to make another cata- 
logue, and moved as an amendment, ‘‘ That it is too early in date since 
the last catalogue was printed to at present incur any further e in 
preparing and printing a new one, but rather that the council should 
endeavour, in the first instance, to improve and increase the value of the 
present library.’’ 

Mr. Paynx seconded the amendment. There was a catalogue printed 
in 1869, and every member could have a copy on application. es 
that, there was a catalogue in the library, which was kept posted up to 
date, and that was what readers had to consult. If the catalogue were 
now printed ata cost of £1,000, £2,000, or £3,000, the question would 
= again in ten years’ time. 

. Harcreaves had used the library frequently, and never had the 
least difficulty in getting the book he wanted. He had found the 
librarian ready, not only to tell you where the book was, but to tell you 
which was the best book on a particular subject. He had never found 
any inconvenience from the students. He thought it would be a good 
plan if members could borrow books to take away from the library. 

Mr. Morrert, as a member of the library committee, Ly go 
with what Mr. Parker had said. He would be very sorry the 
limited amoant of money the committee had at its disposal were 
spent in a very expensive and unn catalogue. There was a 
catalogue, as they had heard, in the library, which could be con- 
sulted. That members should each have one on their own table was quite 


unnecessary. The library was excellent in all its modern law books, and 
it posse a splendid collection of pL ay er works. Many of the 
county histories were unique, and they were beautifully printed and illus- 


trated. They were most valuable to those who might have to search out 
old pedigrees and questions of that sort. If Sey were to spend some 
money in adding to this part of the library instead of on a catalogue it 
would add very much to the utility of the library and the enjoyment of 
the members. ‘ 

Mr. Bower suggested that a second copy of the catalogue for use in the 
library should be made. 

Mr. Krauser had always been able to get at it. 

Mr. Parker having replied, 

The amendment was carried by a large majority. 

Mr. J. R. Macarruvr proposed a further amendment, ‘‘ That a supple- 
ment to the catalogue be forthwith printed.” ; 
Mr. Hzrserr Low seconded the amendment, which was negatived. 
Mr. Day’s amendment was then put as a substantive motion and agreed 


Orpsr 65, Ruz 11. 
Mr. G. A. Crowpsr asked, in accordance with the notice which he had 
given, ‘‘ What steps have been taken by the council to give effect to the 


resolution at the general meetin 5 ig on January 30, 1884, with 
reference to rule 11 of order 65 of the Rules of the Supreme Court of 


1883."’ 

The Vicr-Prestpsnt: The council communicated the effect of the 
resolution to the Lord Chancellor in March last, The receipt of the 
communication was acknowledged, and the Lord Chancellor said the 
subject would be considered by the Rule Committee of the Ju m 
may on my own account add that an op) ty has occ quite 
recently of considering this question in the committee of which I am a 
member, and which is sitting in the Courts of Justice, and of which the 
Master of the Rolls is chairman. I will not say what has taken place 
there, but I will say that the question has been dealt with in such way as 
I a to be most conducive to the honour and the interests of the pro- 
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Mr. Krunzr asked when the Judicature Committee was going to meet 
and the county courts question to be taken into consideration. 

The Vice-Presipent: I do not think there is any notice of this ques- 
tion. I am not here to answer general questions ; I am here to dispose of 
the business according to the paper. 


Tue Civs. 


The following notice was on the paper of business :—‘“‘ Mr. H. Starkey 
Coxpicorr will move: That in the opinion of this meeting the number of 
members of the society who have joined the new club is, comparatively 
speaking, so small as to constitute its formation a failure (assuming it to 
be legal). and that the entrance fee and annual subscription must, in any 
case, be at once reduced in amount, in order that the important part of 
the society’s premises may be more available for the general body of 
members.” 

Mr. Coldicott not being present, and not having requested any member 
to move the resolution, 

The Vice-Presipent ruled that it could not be proceeded with. 

Mr. G. R. Dovp asked the following questions, of which he had given 
notice :—‘‘ Whether it is a fact, as has been publicly stated, that the 
council of the society submitted a case to counsel respecting the sale of 
the Inns of Chancery, or any of them; and, if so, what was the effect of 
the opinion given upon such case, and whether the council have taken, or 

ropose to take, any and, if so, what steps in relation to the sale of the 
ae above referred to, or any or either of them, and the appropriation of 
the proceeds of any such sale?’’ He said that he considered that as a body 
solicitors were interested in the funds which had been appropriated by 
the ancients of the various inns. 

The Vicz-Presmpent: The council, feeling that the matter was one of 
great public and professional interest, took the opinion of counsel 
on the subject. He gave very careful consideration to the matter, and 
he considered that a trust was imposed upon the funds of those various 
societies, and he advised that proceedings at the instance of the 
Attorney-General were the proper remedy for the breach of trust which he 
conceived had been committed. The council thereupon communicated 
with the Attorney-General, who, after consideration, said he considered 
the Charity Commissioners were the proper persons. We then laid the 
case and opinion before the Charity Coasmieenens, who retained it for a 
considerable time, as they generally do, and in December they wrote to 
us that they were of opinion, upon 4 consideration of the facts before 
them, that this property was not subject to any charitable trust, and that 
it was consequently not within their jurisdiction. It there rests, and, 
considering that we have done all that we considered to be our duty in the 
matter, we propose to let it rest. 

Mr. Kruszr: Then what is everybody’s business is nobody’s business ? 

The Vice-Prestipent: We are advised we must proceed in a particular 
way by moving the Attorney-General. He declines to be moved, there- 
fore we cannot do anything more. 


THE **LAW GAZETTE.’ 


The Vice-Prestpent: There is only one matter to be disposed of, and 
I really think I must ask Mr. Walter to be so kind as to refrain from 
pressing it, because it seems to me that this society should not be asked to 
deal with the subject as he has put it. The notice standing in his meme 
is: “That the Law Gazette and Courts’ Record, a daily law paper, is en- 
titled to recognition by the profession.’’ It seems to me perfectly vague. 
We are not the profession ; we are the Incorporated Law Society. It may 
or may not be true that, as a matter of fact, that paper which does not at 
present exist may be wortl.y of the support of the profession, but I don't 
think it is in very correct taste, and I ask Mr. Walter to be kind enough 
to withdraw the motion. 

Mr. Watrer, pressing the motion, 

Mr. Spencer Wurreneap asked whether he was connected with it. 

Mr. Water: Oh, yes, I am one of the promoters. 

Mr. Wurreneap: In fact, this is an advertisement. 

The Vicz-Prestpent declined to put the motion. 

The proceedings terminated with a vote of thanks to the chairman. 





BIRMINGHAM LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of the Birmingham Law Society was held on the 
28th ult. Mr. T. Horrow, president, was in the chair. There were also 
present Messrs. G. J. Johnson, C. E. Mathews, A. Godlee (hon. sec.), 
A. E. Baines, A. G. Buller, Jj. B. Carslake, R. Sale, E. M. Coleman, J. M. 
Bayley, J. Bradley, J. Ansell, W. 8. Rogers, L. W. Lewis, F. Sanders, 
F. A. Chatwin, Joseph Rowlands, E. B. Rawlings, J. Jelf, H. Glaisyer, 
J. Brown, W. Brown, J. E. Deakin, H. New, jun., T. 8S. Smith, Pointon, 
Mathews, W. Lowe, J. C. Bloxham, Springthorpe, T. G. Lee, A. Turner, 
aud T. H. Russell. Letters of apology were received from Mr. C. T. 
Saunders and other gentlemen. 

The Presipsxt, in moving the adoption of the report, said that the 
general finances of the society were in a flourishing condition, and after 
next year it would not be necessary to supplement the funds at the 

of the trustees for the debenture-holders by any additional grant 

from the funds of the society. The interest of the debentures redeemed 
would also begin to tell in aid of the redemption of the other debentures, 
so that they would be able to redeem an increasing number in addition to 
the usual five each year. With reference to the preliminary examination, 
there was a remarkable decrease in the number of candidates, not only at 
Birmingham centre, but also at others. The number of candidates 
who failed to satisfy the examiners was also striking, and that also was 
not peculiar to Birmingham, but extended to the other centres. With 


g 








reference to the society’s law classes, the president read Mr. Emmott’s 
report in extenso. The most successful of the students mentioned were :— 
Senior class—First prize, value £5 (given by the president), Arthur Smith, 

ercentage of marks, 96; second prize (given by Mr. Marigold), W. P. 
Travis. Junior class —First prize, value £5 (given by the president), A. L. 
Lowe, 95 per cent. ; second prize (given by Mr. OC. T. Saunders), H. M. 
Robinson ; third prize (given by Mr. C. E. Mathews), A. E. G. Pritchard, 
87°5 per cent. Mr. C. T. Saunders, the president stated, was unable, 
through illness, to be present; but he had written a letter, in which he 
said, ‘‘I regret very much to find that the law classes have not been so 
well attended during the past year. I do trust that the great benefit 
which they undoubtedly are to our articled clerks will prevent any 
falling off in interest or support from either master or clerk, especially 
when so generous a grant has been made in aid of them by the Incorporated, 
Law Society.”’ Having congratulated the members upon the worthy 
manner in which, for the first time, a Birmingham solicitor had filled the 
chair of the Incorporated Law Society, he said that with regard to the 
Provincial Sittings Bill they had not been definitely informed by the 
Liverpool Law Society, which had charge of the measure, whether it 
would be brought in again in the ensuing session or not; but they felt 
that it was the true solution for all the difficulties that at present 
attended the administration of justice in the provinces. With regard to 
costs in contenticus matters, a strong committee of the Incorporated Law 
Society had been sitting, and two members of that committee had been 
placed upon the committee appointed by the Lord Chancellor with refer- 
ence to the revision of those costs. These members had also been placed 
upon a second committee, in some measure bearing upon the same ques- 
tion—the committee appointed to consider the distribution of the work in 
the chief clerks’ offices of the Chancery Division. These committees had 
been sitting since November last, and it was believed that the measures 
recommended by them would not be to the detriment of the solicitors’ 
branch of the profession. 

Mr. W. P. Rocers seconded the motion. He suggested that the small 
attendance of articled clerks in the classes was due to the fact that they 
were held in the dinner hour. 

Mr. G. J. Jounson said it was disheartening to those who had laboured 
so long in the cause of legal education to find the gradually diminishing 
amount of support that the classes received from the members of the 
society. He hoped that every member would feel it to be his duty to his 
articled clerk to pay the fees for him and enable him to attend the classes. 
If the decadence that was going on went on much further they would 
have to abandon the classes altogether, and that would not be keeping 
the promises they had made to the Incorporated Law Society. 

Mr. J. G. Lez thought that the falling off in the attendance was due to 
the fact that many articled clerks preferred going to London to cram for 
the examinations to working steadily during their articles to lay the 
foundation of a sound legal knowledge. 

Mr. J. Jerr thought that as the Government was against the Provincial 
Sittings Bill, and public opinion did not seem ripe for the measure, it was 
unwise to push the question to the front at present. He was not at all 
sorry that the Home Secretary did not see his way to assist them. (Oh!) 
The report was adopted. 

The question of the repeal of the certificate duty payable by solicitors 
was brought before the meeting in a letter from Mr. C. H. Edwards. The 
matter was referred to the committee. 

The retiring members of the committee having been re-elected, the 
meeting closed with the usual votes of thanks. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The number of members remains the same as last year. Ten 
new members have been added, but our losses have been considerable, 
amounting also to ten, made up as follows:—-Five by death, four by 
resignation, and one by removal of his name from the register under the 
provisions of No. 9 of the Articles of Association. The course adopted in 
this last case was taken with much regret, and after very serious delibera- 
tion. 

Administration of Justice in Provincial Centres.—This question, so fully 
dealt with in last year’s report, has again received attention. On the 18th 
of February, the president and the hon. sec. attended in Liverpool a con- 
ference with the representatives of the Liverpool and Manchester Law 
Societies, when the Provincial Sittings Bill was discussed, and certain 
minor alterations were made and approved. On the 23rd of March, Mr. 
C. E. Mathews, Mr. E. O. Smith, and the hon, sec, attended a con- 
ference of the House of Commons, with members of Parliament interested 
in the Provincial Sittings Bill, and after discussion of the Bill, a requisi- 
tion was signed to the Home Secretary to receive a deputation on the 
following day. A deputation waited upon the Home Secretary the next 
day, but no assurance of assistance was obtained from him. The Bill was 
introduced into Parliament and read a second time, notwithstanding the 
opposition of the Government, but it did not proceed any further. The 
District Courts Bill was also introduced into Patliament with modifications 
which removed some of the difficulties which your committee felt in con- 
nection with it, but did not alter its principle. Your committee reiterate 
the strong opinion that the principles of the Provincial Sittings Bill, so 
fully set out in last year’s report, are the true and only principles upon 
which a on the subject of administration of justice in provincial 
centres should proceed. 

Assizes,—In the early part of the year your committee entcred into 
correspondence with the Lord Chancellor with reference to the arrange- 
ments for new circuits, strongly urging upon him that any re-arrange- 
ments of the circuits should provide that the civil business hitherto 
transacted at Warwick, Worcester, Stafford, and Shrewsbury should be 
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Birmingham 


transacted at Birmingham. The course adopted in 
committee 


an assize town is now well known to all our members, and 
this as an important step in the right on. 

Trustees’ Investments.—Having regard to the alterations in the rate of 
interest on Consols, your committee gave their careful consideration to the 

uestion of trustees’ investments, and they made a suggestion to the 
founcil of the Incorporated Law Society in London that trustees should 
be authorized by law to invest any trust moneys in their hands on the 
securities authorized by the Settled Land Acts—viz., on the security of 
the bonds, mortgages, or debentures, or in the purchase of the debenture 
stock of any railway company in Great Britain or Ireland, incorporated 
by special Act of Parliament, and having, for ten years next before the 
date of investment, paid a dividend on its ordinary stock or shares; or, 
with the consent of the court (which, it is suggested, might be given by a 
chief clerk in chambers on originating summons), in the purchase of the 
stocks, annuities, or other securities of any municipal corporation, with 

wer to vary the investment into, or for, any other authorized securities. 
This suggestion was taken up by the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society, and they approached the Lord Chancellor on the subject, and the 
matter is still under his consideration. 





WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of this society was held at the Law Library, 
Worcester, on the 30th of January, present, Mr. W. P. Hughes (president) 
in the chair, Mr. F. Corbett (vice-president), Messrs. T. Southall, T. G. 
Hyde, W. Allen, G. W. Bentley, H. Goldingham, J. Stallard, jun., and 
F. R. Jeffery (hon. secretary). On the motion of the president, seconded 
by Mr. T. G. Hyde, the report of the committee for the past year was 
received and adopted. Mr. F. Corbett was elected president, and Mr. 
J. H. Whatley, of Malvern, vice-president for the ensuing year. 
Messrs. E. A. Davis, the hon. treasurer, and F. R. Jeffery, the hon. 
secretary, were re-elected. The following gentlemen were elected mem- 
bers of the committee in addition to the ex oficio members thereof—viz., 
Messrs. T. G. Hyde, G. W. Bentley, T. Southall, W. P. Hughes, and J. 
Stallard, jun., and Messrs. G. Clarke and H. Goldingham were re-elected 
auditors. On the motion of Mr. Southall, seconded by the secretary, a 
cordial vote of thanks was given to Mr. W. P. Hughes for the efficient and 
able manner in which he had discharged the duties of president during 
the past year. 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The present number of members is sixty-one, as against 
fifty-nine last year. The present number of subscribers is thirteen. 

Right of Audience of Solicitors in Bankruptcy.—The registrar of the 
Worcester County Court having held that solicitors retained by the debtor 
were not entitled as of right to attend on behalf of the debtor on his 
public examinatioa, the committee obtained the opinion of the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society upon the point, and the latter were of 
opinion that the debtor was entitled to the assistance of his solicitor upon 
his examination, the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, having made no alteration in 
regard to the established practice in this t. This opinion has since 
been acted upon by the Worcester Court of Bankruptcy, and has been 
recognized by the Board of Trade, who have given registrars a discretionary 
authority to allow out of the bankrupt’s estate the costs of the bankrupt’s 
solicitor for attending his public examination. 

Agricultural Holdings (England) Act, 1883.—The attention of the com- 
mittee having been drawn to the practice of bailiffs appointed under the 
Act claiming the percentage given by the schedule to the Act for levying 
a distress, in addition to the bailiff’s fee for levy under the same schedule, 
and to the difference of opinion which ap to exist in this and other 
districts as to the correctness of such practice, the secretary was instructed 
to obtain the opinion of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society upon 
the point. The secretary accordingly took steps to obtain such opinion, 
and the Council of the Incorporated Law Society have appointed 2 special 
sub-committee to consider and report upon the question. This sub-com- 
mittee has, with the view of answering the query of our society, addressed 
48 set of questions to the various law societies in the kingdom inquiring as 
to the practice in their respective districts with regard to the matter both 
before and since the Act. The sub-committee’s report upon the matter 
has not yet been received. 





LAW ASSOCIATION, 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at the hall of the 
Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, on Thursday, 5th inst., the 
following being present—viz., Mr. e (chairman), and Messrs. Des- 
borough, jun., Finch, Nisbet, Parkin, Sawtell, Smith, Styan, Whitehead, 
and A. B. Carpenter, (secretary)—a grant of £20 15s. was made to the 
widows of two non-members, two new members were elected, and the 
ordinary general business was ted. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
The following candidates were successful at the Intermediate Examina- 
tion held on the 15th of January, 1885 :— 
Allen, David Auden, Thomas Edward 
Atkinson, Ernest Darley Auty, John Charles 








Balden, Samuel Dinsdale 
Edward Whit 

Beaumont, John Hazard, B.A. J Frederick Victor Madoc 
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Bingham, e Pe er 
Binney, honey Roulhow Leach, Ralph Cecil 
Blake, Robert Worthy Lee, Arthur 
Blakiston, William Graham Fred Lawson 


Leyshon, William Thomas 


Bradley, Charles Septimus 
Liddle, Mark Anthon 


Brady, Christopher 


Bramah, Joseph Francis Lightfoot, Ernest W: 

Bridge, Henry Sansum Locke, Frederick Robert 
Brown, Frederick Lucas, Edward 

Brown, Frederick William Maclean, Donald 

Brown, Norman Wentworth Edward John Quintius 


Burrell, Robert Mar Alexander 
/ Matthews, obet edwin Ernest 


Bygott, James 

Calvert, Thomas Land Maudesley, Laurence Long 
Campion, Harold Gilmore Meredith, Walter William 
Carpmael, Alfred, B.A. Montague-Marsden, Leonard Levi- 
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Cavell, St. John Morris, Edward Ashurst, B.A. 


Cay, Robert James Munday, William Luscombe 
Chapman, John Henry D’Eynscourt Munro, Glanville Deios May 
Clark, George Walter, B.A. Nesbitt, Thomas Thorburn 
Clarke, Arthur Edwin Newby, John William 


Clarke, James ewill, Percy Henry 
Clarke, Thomas Nichols, John 
Clarke, William Henry Norris, Charles Herbert 


Owen, John Vulliamy 
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Docker, George Dudley Poole, Francis Joseph 
Douglas, Alexander Frost, B.A. Price, Walter Evan 
Dunkerly, Charles William Prior, Edmund Blackstone 
Dunn, Cecil William Pritchard, Arthur Ernest Guy 
Dwyer, Frank Quennell, John Lewis 
Dyson, Thomas James, B.A. Rawlinson, Charles William 
Eastley, Thomas Beckley Richards, Frank Peet 
Edwards, George William Bln Gok Deacon 
Elgar, James Frederick Ro Cecil John Cramer 


Ellis, Edgar Mackay Rogers, John 
Emanuel, Arthur Henry Rowlands, John William 
Essell, Ernest William Russell, John Speke 


Evans, Edward Gwalchman David Scales, William Johnston 
Evans, Thomas Oliver Schmidt, Lindsay Warren 
Farrar, Joseph Barraclough Sear, Merton Lane 

Ford, Walter Armitage Justice, B.A. Sheffield, Robert William, B.A. 
Fowler, Archibald Robert Simpson, Harold 


French, John William Smith, Francis Geor, 

Gardner, Robert Henry Smith, George, LL.B. 

Geach, William Gichard Smith, Henry 

George, William Smith, Richard Ford, B A., LL.B. 
Gichard, William Michael Smith, Robert Tweedy 

Guillow, William Snell, John Beddome 

Glasgow, Richard Pike Spackman, Bertram John 
Griffith, Edward Byrne Spencer, John Wilson 

Griffith, Robert Hebert Stenson, Richard James 

Halliday, James Stoughton, John Arnold 


Sweet, Arthur Francis 


Hamilton, William Vickers 
Tate, Ernest Henry 


Hammond, Albert Victor 
Hankinson, Richard Cecil Thomas, Herbert Edward 

Harvey, Arthur Grahame Thompson, William Archer 
Hawkins, Charles Edward War- Tombs, William Thomas Symonds 


wick Tozer, Edward John Francis 
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Frvat EXAamMrnarion. 


The following candidates were successful at the Final Examination 
held on the 13th and 14th of January, 1885:— 


Ager, Owen Edgar Horrocks, Alfred 

Akaster, Albert Edward Sawdy Howe, Albert 

Armitage, Frederick Howell, Joseph Matthew 

Arthur, Reginald Fortescue Hughes, Herbert Alleyne 

Banting, Edgar Humphreys, Herbert Hunt 

Barnes, George Herbert Hunter, William James, B.A. 
Barrett, Ernest Graham Isard, Arthur James 

Batty, Robert Bradshaw Jackson, Arthur 

Bayley, Frederick Williams Jeddere-Fisher, Herbert, B.A. 
Baynes, Edward Niel Jenkin, Alfred Hamilton 

Beer, William, B.A. Jennings, Walter Augustus 

Bell, William George Johns, Richard Braginton 

Bendall, Francis James Jones, Llewelyn Hugh 

Blackburn, Alfred Kean, James Henry 

Blake, Ernest John Kearsey, Harold Thomas 

Bonning, Robert James Keatinge, William Cadell 

Boone, Edward Hugh Keith, Frederick Walter Hugh, B.A. 
Booth, John Kelsey, Walter 

Bore, Thomas Kennedy, Charles Frederick 
Bromham, Addison James King, Henry Thomas Firmstone, 
Brooker, Henry Spencer A 

Brooking, Arthur Frank Tracey 
Brown, Henry Cumberland 
Burton, Arthur Ernest 
Burton, Francis Edmund 
Bushell, Frederick Elwin 
Butlin, Herbert Charles, B.A. 
Candler, Charles Loveday, George Alexander, B.A. 
Carr, Albert Edward Lunnon, Richard Howard 
Cartwright, Thomas Francis MartinMaggs, George Edward Hindley 
Cash, John Oliver, B.A. McKay, William 

Markland, Thomas Wild 
Mathers, John 

Mayhew, Frederick George 
Merton, Joseph Sidney 
Mesnard, George Clavering 
Metcalfe, Percival John 
Michell, Arthur Mathew 
Middlemiss, Robert Gale 

Miller, Perey John 

Morgan, Ernest Alfred 

Moss, Frederick 

Moss, William 


B.A. 
King, William Wickham 
Leeder, John Nott Viner 
Lidgey, Charles Albert 
Little, Hugh Searle 
Lomax, Benjamin Houldsworth 
Longden, Henry William 


Chandler, Hugh Frank Wills 
Cheetham, William Arthur 
Chubb, Alfred William 

Clark, Gladstone Henry 
Clarke, Alexander 

Cochrane, David 

Colenutt, George William 
Collins, Edward Alexander 
Cotton, Stephen Fairbairn, B.A. 
Cox, Herbert Edward 
Crosfield, Sydney Morland Mossop, John Hastie 

Cross, William James Murton, Walter Herbert 
Cunliffe, Walter Frederick, B.A. Neville, Edward James 
Daubeny, Frederick Augustus, B.A.Newill, Robert Augustus 
Dauney, Frank Hastings Newman, Walter Ernest 
Davies, Vere Beaumont Nicholson, Frederick Hanson 
Dawson, William, B.A. Nield, Herbert 

Deeley, Frederick William Norris, Richard 

Dobson, Cecil Courtenay Norris, William Arthur 

Dods, Robert Blyth Parkinson, Charles Edward 
Druce, Hubert Arthur Patterson, William Harry, B.A. 
Dunn, Charles Tracy Payne, Henry Alfred Handley 
Easton, Francis Henry Tytherleigh, Pennington, Daniel 

B.A Pettitt, Arthur Baker 

Pollock, Evelyn Hay 

Pope, Alexander 

Potter, Reginald William 
Powell, Digby 

Priddin, Arthur Ernest 

Pugh, Cecil Rose, B.A. 
Purchase, John Bailing 
Rashdall, Charles Savile, B.A. 


Ellis, George Jewel Lister 
Facon, William Herbert 
Farrer-Baynes, Ernest 
Farrer, Herbert William 
Farrer, William Francis, B.A. 
Foley, Frank Settle 

Foy, Harry Spencer Andrew 
Frere, John William Corrie 


Gay, John Reed, Alfred James 
Geach, George Chambers Richardson, Walter Edward 
Geipel, Arthur Riggall, James Kirkby 


Gill, Thomas Husband, B.A., LL.B.Ritson, Joseph Frederick William 
Godden, Wilfred, B.A. Roller, Frederick Albert 
Goode, Frank Sims Rook, James Herbert 
Gregory, John Roger Burrow Rowland, Theophilus James 
Griffith, Herbert Edward Rowse, Tom Lovering 
Gunner, Emest John Salmon, George Joscelyn 
Hadley, Tom Salomonson, Rudolph 
Hammond, Alfred Samuelson, Fred 
Hargraves, Thomas William Sapte, Harry Gifford 
Hastings, John ee Scott, James Alfred Speirs 
Hattersley, John William Scudamore, Charles Joseph Roper 
Hawken, John Frederick Seeley, John Richard Pratt 
Headley, William Arthur Edward Shearman, John Edgell 
Heard, Percy Kemp Shipman, Walter Mace, B.A. 
Hewitt, Augustus Herbert Shipton, William Louis 
Hicklin, Thomas William Smith, Thomas William 

ighley, Henry Ashton Solly, George Edward, M.A. 
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Swainston, William John, B.A. 
Teale, Herbert Francis, B.A. 
Thomas, Henry Alfred Whiteley, Thomas Henry 
Thomson, George Campbell, B.A. Wigan, Charles, B.A. 
Titley, John Jackson Wilkinson, Herbert George 
Todd, John Conaway Willcocks, Walter Morgan 
Turner, George Lewis Churchhill Williams, Edmund Trevor Lloyd, 
Twisden, John Ramskill, M.A. B.A. 
Tyer, Walter Edward, M.A. Wilson, John 

Wilton, Stanley 


Vant, William 

Ward, Thomas Wing, William 

Washington, Jonathan James Wintle, Thomas Gilbert 

Watling, Arthur Woodhouse, Herbert, B.A., LL.B. 
Wreford, John Frederick, B.A. 


Watts, Henry George 
Webber, Follett Yearsley, Alfred William 


Me pa William Alexander 
Weldon, 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuomas Bzganrp, solicitor, of 10, Basinghall-street, has been_ elected 
Chairman of the Bridge House Estates Committee in the Court of Common 
Council. Mr. Beard has served the office of under-sheriff of London and 
Middlesex, and he has been for several years a common councilman for 
Bassishaw Ward. He was admitted a solicitor in 1858, and he is in part- 
nership with his sons, Mr. Walter James Westcott Beard and Mr. 
Thomas George Beard. 


Mr. Gzorcr Freperick Srexs, barrister, has been elected a Bencher of 
the Middle Temple. 


The Right Hon. Joun Brame Batrour, Q.C., M.P., Lord Advocate of 
Scotland, has received the Honorary Degree of LL.D. from the University 
of St. Andrews. 


Mr. Cuartes Grorce Nantzs, solicitor (of the firm of Loggin & Nantes), 
of Bridport and Beaminster, has been elected Coroner for the Bridport 
Division of Dorsetshire. Mr. Nantes has been for several years deputy 
coroner for the division. He was admitted a solicitor in 1873, and he is 
also registrar of the Bridport County Court. 


Mr. Wiiu1am Grauam, barrister, has been elected a Bencher of the 
Inner Temple. 


Mr. Henry Winpyxzank, solicitor, of 63, Finsbury-pavement, has been 
elected Chairman of the Law and City Courts Committee of the Court of 
Common Council. Mr. Windybank was admitted a solicitor in 1879. He 
is a common councilman for Coleman-street Ward. 


Mr. Wiiuram Atrrep Piunxert, solicitor (of the firm of Plunkett & 
Leader), of 60, St. Paul’s-churchyard, has been elected Chairman of the 
Port Sanitary Committee of the Court of Common Council. Mr. Plunkett is 
a common councilman for the Ward of Farringdon Within. He was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1863. 

Mr. Frepericx Sranuey, solicitor, of 22a, Austin Friars, has been 
elected Chairman of the Local Government Committee of the Court of 
Common Council. Mr. Stanley was admitted a solicitor in 1881. Heisa 
common councilman for Broad-street Ward. 


Mr. J. B. AsuwEt1, solicitor, of Stoke-upon-Trent, has been appointed 
a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 





DISSOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP. 


Wiiu1am Henry Quitiiam, Ronert Heaton, and ArtHur FREDERICK 
Moorg, solicitors, Liverpool. Feb. 2. So far as regards the said Arthur 
Frederick Moore. The said business will be carried on by the said William 
Henry Quilliam and Robert Heaton alone. [ Gazette, Feb. 3.] 








COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Srock Companrgs. 
In CHANCERY. si 
Brixton District Erzctric Lieut Surpty Company, Liurrep.—Petition for 
winding up, presented Jan 27, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Feb 13. 
Tarn, Philpot lane, solicitor for the ‘tioners 
Empire THEATRE, ge A coe he has, by an order dated Dec 16, appointed 
Thomas Stephen Evans, 6, Buc’ bury, to be official liquidator. tors 
are required, on or before Feb 24, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or c’ , to the above. qucsteg, Mar 10 at 11 is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and ms 
LONSDALE LEAD MINING CoMPANY, LiMiTreD.—By an arder made by Bacon, V.C., 
dated Jan 24, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Evans, East- 
cheap, agent for Jones and Co, Liverpool, solicitors for the petitioner 
Norton VENTILATOR COMPANY, LIMITED.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 26, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Henry Thomas Giles Garman, 37, Walbrook. Thursday, Mar 12 at 1 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 
OXFORD OCHRE AND OXIDE CoMPANY, LimiTED.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Jan 30, directed to be heard before Chitty, J.,on Feb 7. Field and Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields, agents for Barlow and Co, Birmingham, solicitors for the 


petitioner 
[ Gazette, Jan, 30.) 


IstE oF WiGHT TrapInc Company, Lrurrep.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
sented Feb 2, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Feb 20. Vallance and 





Vallance, Essex st, Strand, solicitors for the petitioners 
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Son, AND Company, LIMITED.— i a dated 
‘— it was ordered that the voluntary winding ay Fp ES mn] 


Monet. Gotan d Co, solicitors for the petition 
NTIES OF ENGLAND FIRE INSURANCE esha LrurrED.—Chitty, 
Fras, by an order dated Nov 20 , appointed Harry Wilson Adamson, 5, Nor- 


4 lator 
SourE . ure Hants CLOTHIN G AND SHIRT PACTURING COMPANY, LIMITED. 
mado by Pearson, J, dated Jan it was ordered that the volun 
winding wp the company be continued. Kent, Cheapside, solicitor for the 


{ Gasette, Feb. 3.] 





County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED 


IN , easeeee 

APpPplEY BRIDGE AND WEST LANCASHIRE CORN MILL Come. ANY, LiMITED.—By an 
order made by Fox Bristowe, V.C., dated Jan 19, it warendaead that the ven 
tary winding up of the company be continued. e and Hammond, Bedford 
row, agents for Buck and Oo, Southport, solicitors for the petitioners 

BROUGHTON CONSERVATIVE CLUB BUILDINGS COMPANY, —By an order 
made by Fox Bristowe, V.C., dated ee 19, it was mo that the veunaty 
winding up of the company be contin’ ued. Grundy. and Co, Manchester, solici- 


tors for the petitioner 
WIGAN SPINNING Company, LimiTED.—Petition for winding up, presented Jan 
28, directed to be heard before the Vice-Chancellor at St s Hall, Liver- 


pool, on ‘rucsday, Feb 10. Mather, Liverpool, agent for Wright ee Appleton, 
, Solicitors for the petitioners 
[ Gazette, Jan. 30.) 
Frrenpiy Socretres Disso.vep. 
Lorat Srverarow I Longs, G.U.0.0.F., Vernon Ayms, Caer st, Swansea, Gla- 
PAST T GRANDS LonpGk, SHREWSBURY District, I.0.0.F.M.U., New Market Vaults, 


Shrewsbury. Jan 30 
PONTBLYDDYN FRIENDLY Board Schools, Mold, Flint. Jan 31 


Socraty, Leeswood 
WELLINGTON FRIENDLY  SOUIETY, ‘Castle gh Ca gee — an 29 
WinkKsWORTH FEMALE FRIENDLY Society, W Derby, -J 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
E Caerwys ae 1g? Ag Po “National Provincial Bank 
VANS, JOHN, Hee vit er. Feb 20. 
of <a. ld v Evans, Chitty,J. Ed Den! 
SARAH, Hanley, Stafford. Feb 20. Banks vy Wagstaffe, Bacon, V.C. 
Furnival, Burslem 
HOOKEs, JAMES, St. Asaph, Flint, Saddler. Feb 26. Hookes v Parry, Pearson, 


J. George, Ehyt 
MARDELL, Albans, Hertford, Licensed Victualler. Feb 20. Badham 
Sean ey b Chitty, es Wells, St. A Ibans 
Right onourable Deed WILLIAM BERNARD, Writtle, Essex. Feb 
25. Pat v , Few, Surry st, Strand 


[ Gazette, Jan. 23.] 
SmiTH, Davip Harry, Charlotte st, rhe fe sq, Wine Merchant. Feb 2. Hart 
re Lol hurst, Kay, Zz Turner, ———— © r Pp J. Ro 
RRY, WILLIAM, Fulham, Esq. . Terry v Te earson, se 
Great George st, bho ge od _— < , 
THOMAS, MARTHA, Gellyhir, sane, Glamorgan. Feb 18. Thomas v Thomas, 
Bacon, V.C. Pain, Newport 
Gazette, Jan. 27. 


Fowips, Tuomas, Bradford, York, Pawnbroker. March 2. Pouias v Fowl 
District Registrar, Bradford. Hutchinson, Bradford earths, Sem. 90.) 
an. 


(4 
Ji wren, Patrick, Bedford row, Solicitor. Feb 28. Green v Ji ohnuston, Bacon, 
V.C. Surtees, Bedford row 
[Gazétte, Feb. 3.] 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
ATO ee GEORGE Morris, Kingston upon Hull, Merchant Seaman. Feb 20. 
oO 
eiirer aun, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Marchi. Jones and Pride, 
verpoo 
BaRNETT, SARAH, Nottingham. March?7. Hunt a Witenes, Fottinghem 
= Guones, Gk Glowtester st, Belgrave rd, Bachel, : 5. 
’ sinn 
CROMPTON, SUSAN, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester. March 1. Darbyshire 
and Tatham, Manchester 
Dr Parva, AURELIA PEREIRA, Gloucester st, Portman sq. March7. Blount and 
Co, Arundel st. Strand 
Epes, Many, , Whitehaven, Cumberland. Feb 12. Brockbank and Co, White- 
_——y Watter, Crewkerne, Somerset, Gentleman. Feb 14. Alford, Crew- 


Heats, J Crawford st, Bryanston sq, Licensed Victualler. March 
a coal Stephens, er st, Strand ia " - 
Kine, JouN DANIEL, Bournemouth, Hants, Esq. March 7. Blount and Co, 
Arundel st, Strand 
See. » HvemEs, Sidcup, Kent, Watchmaker. Feb 23. Sandom and Co, 


Rascury, Se SaXuRr, Danbury, Essex, Farmer. March 15. Duffield and Bruty, 


SHOPPEE, Rona Ho OWwsoN, Clarence rd, Hath Town. March 2. Jull and 


Swanson, WILLIAM t= i. B wk Southampton, Hotel 
31 XANDE . 
ae Ae R, — urst, Sou: pton, Hote! Keeper. 
Tuck, Guanes, Portishead, Somerset, ‘eoman. Fob st. | Hie 21, Heaven, Bristol 
West, WILLIAM, Lodway, St George, Somerset, Retired Builder. Feb 28. 
yaiwynn ané and Gwynn, ee Bn Bol 
Feb if. Broadbent eod Fiesta, Baten” on” bolton, ee 


Wray, GzorGz, Gravesend, Kent, Tailor, Feb 17. Silk, Lime st 
YEELEs, Mary, Bathford, Somerset. March 25. Cooper, Newcastle under Lyme 
( Gazette. Jan. 23.) 
ANDREW, 
z Rev JonN BapristE, Gentleshaw Vicarage, nr Rugeley, Clerk. Feb 28. 
BaRLow, Marta, Salford, Lancaster, Publican. March 4. Sutton and Elliott, 


QUBRELL, PerEe, Grove lane, C berwell. March9. D Gresham st 

ir erage erg rs 
and Son, Puig lane, Fenchurch st 
ALBERT YATES, Pittsmore, Sheffield, Cashier. Feb 28. Taylor, 


DancastER, ANNE, Hythe, Southampton, March 9. Bassett and Co, South- 
am) 

DARLINGTON, sous Wrtt14Ms, Willaston, Chester, Master Mariner. March 1. 
Dian Aiea Ley ewcastle on Tyne. March 24. Sanderson and 

‘Weatherhead, Berwick upon Tweed 

on | Duses. THOMAS eg Green, Dealer in Horses. March 1. 
Dovetas, J ome, Weston super Mare, Gent. Foe 28. Davies, Weston —~ ohm 
EL11s, PETER, iverpool, Architect. March ——— ve 

Fu SAMUEL, Nottingham, Lace Man Se , and 


Giover, THOMAS, Stockport, Jeweller. Feb 16. Brown and Ainsworth, Stock- 


pierre Doges Reape ne teat idee Ei eh 
D, JOHN, ughes lo. New 
Gabon, Southampton, Bacon F March 9. 


HotweEit, JacoB snout, Tot 
Bassett and Co, So’ 
, JOHN, ‘Pope's Hes ‘Frond alley, Licensed Victualler. Feb 27. Macke- 


LASHBROOKE, 
son and Co, Lincoln’ 
Lae ROBERT JOHN, Manuieeoter, Tobacconist. March 4. Sutton and Elliott, 


anchester 
MAL, CAROLINE TABITHA, Caldicote Hill, Bushey Heath, Herts. Feb 28. Whale, 


—— Victoria st 
MircHett, THomas, Oswestry, Salop, Tailor. Feb 20. Davies and Jackson, 


Osw 

PE y OMAS, Welton, Northampton, Yeoman. March 7. Burton and 
Willoughby, Daventry 

Pot.ey, Isaac, Gravesend, Kent, it. March 23. Elmslie and Co, Leadenhall st 


READMAN, JOHN, Stony F me at pe Farmer. Feb 28. Pettit, 
Leighton Buzzard 
een Tuomas Myorr, Wolstanton, Stafford, Farmer. Feb 28. Russell, 


Suen, Aye Sona EGLE, ts Romole rh Hee ni Hill. L. Fe 28, 2s eee. Bettend row 
‘AFFORD. lengal OX an acking ase Manu- 
facturer. March7. Arnold, Townhall fain Southwark 


oeanam, , Lifracombe, Devon, Surgeon. March 31. Hole and Peard, 
) 

TAYLO: Mass. Ded April11. Shaw. Derby 

Vivian, Major Le Chesham st, Belgravia. March 5. Broughton and 


QUINTUS, 
Pocwgiton. ton, Great Merterones © .* 
oun J ham y, Surrey, Veterinary Surgeon. March 23. 
Wirrren and Engall, 


RD, WILLIAM, Temple gdns, Middle Temple, Esq. March 14. Nicoland 


‘o, Lime st 

pean Roser Prince’s terr, Bayswater, Builder. Feb 16. Bartley, 

Somerset st, Portman sq 
WILLIAMS, CHARLES JAMES, Warwick, Chemist. Feb 28. Moore, Warwick 

{ Gazette, Jan. 27.) 

ASHBURNER, GEORGE BANKS, Ellis Lea, Dalton in Furness, Gentleman. March 

17. Butler and ons, Dalton in Furness 
Atty, GEORGE, ie Temple, Barrister at Law. March 25. Potter and 


dwell, 

Banny, Jano AMES, Geerakithe, Wholesale Stationer. March 31. Cox, St Swithin’s 
; on 8 

BENNST, Fr Jams, Russell rd, Kensington, Gentleman. March 16, Findlater and 


ee 
Brian, Higher Clough, Easington, York, Farmer. March 1. 
Wilkinson, Blackburn 
BLUNDELL, BENSON, Warwick rd, Paddington, Barrister at Law. March 2. 
Cole , Jackson, ‘Essex st, Stran 
Boyp, James, Newcastle upon Tyne, Tailor. March16. Gibson and Co, New- 


castle upon 
Brook, J. Aes, ‘h, Sugolk, Deicklev se. March 16. Grimwade, Hadleich 
BuTcHER, W. m pl, St John’s Wood, Builder. April 15. Gordon 


ILLIAM, 
and Son, Lincoln’s inn foi 
CARPENTER, JOHN, rs nr gf Vale, Monmouth, Colliery Proprietor. March 


12. Colborne and Co, 
Ay) so] Lancaster. Marchi7, Butler and Sons, Dalton 
in Furness 


Cooper, SaRAH, Colchester, Essex. Feb 10. Pope and Co, Colchester 
EMMENS, Ebury st, Pimlico, Stationer. Feb 28. Shakspeare Smith, 


Forest 
Feee, | Groner, Faringdon, Berks, Cordwainer. March 14. Crowdy and Son, 
on 


FLOWER, HENRY, d, Norfolk, Gentleman. March 25. Robotham and 
Attwood, St Alkmun ’s, 


HamMonD, CHARLES, Pothons, Kent, Gentleman. March 3. _ » Contentoury 
Harvey, Sir GEORGE FREDERICK, Sloane st, Chelsea, K.C.S.I.’ March 1 


Lewin and Co, Sout 

Hopwoop, Mary, = v Richmond. March 9. Bircham and Co, 
Austin Friars 

Kay, ae Elton, , Lancaster. March 1. Grentz. Bury 


k-keeper. March 1. 
ee pete bowger. ll Esq. Fon Hep 2. 28. Roopers and 


CHARLES, 
4 Lincoln’s inn fields 
, JAMES, Salford, Lancaster, Contractor. Feb 28. Grundy and Co, 
aa 


Monames, booms J paseom, | Walham Gepem, Ldeenend Victualler. March 17. 
Pon iaaae Oe oar, Ear, Lancaster, Yeoman. March 25. Buck and Co, 


Preston 
Li Payne and Fordsham, Liverpool 
Pan RANT Aa Bice, A ManmeRee Bice SHG tae 
man 


Jul’ ~ : by my te, Wnicineter ‘wee C73 “e 
pililiand Rogers, Queen Anne's gato, \ Grazier. Feb 26. Field and Sons, 
Smxz, CHARLOTTE, Forest Gate, Essex. March 6. ae gg mn at 
Bice Wugiag, ‘Drayton, ‘ar Abingdon, Retired raiterer. March 2. 

row 
STEPHENS, SARAH, Baston, Lincoln. March 19. Stapleton, 
Tuomas, Wruttait, Bristol, Insurance Agent. Feb 16." For and Whittuck, 
risto! 
Dep, Ganans Sprruman, Kingston upon Hull, Solicitor. March 10. James Tod, 
WuitiaMs, Henry Ricnarp, Camden rd, Jeweller. March 14. Walker and 

Battiscombe, Besingpalls 
Wyte, Jaume, nm, Gentleman. March 1. Rooks and Co, King st, 

>. WI. Milton next Sittingbourne, Kent, Brickmaker. March 11. 


WWineh and Gre d Greensted, Sittingbourne 
| Gazette, Jan, 30.) 








SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Feb. 9.—Mr. H. J. E. BRAKE, at , at 4 for 5 p.m., Freehold Land (see 
advertisemen' 





CLouGH, Annz, Oxton, Chester, Feb 28, Logan and Gibbons, Liverpool 


t, Jan. 31, p. 4). 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 





Date. am ~t toned sens Sige V. ©. Bacon. nee) ee 
Mon., Feb. R Mr. pues Mr. Lavie Mr. Farrer Mr. Jackson 
Tuesday ... Pugh Teesdale 

Cacoadeee Marivale Lavie Farrer Jackson 
amir. 13 Pugh Teesdale Carrington 
Friday ...... 13 Teesdale Lavie Farrer Jackson 
Saturday « 14 Farrer Pugh Teesdale Carrington 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
CHITTY. NorrTuH. PEARSON. 
Monday, Feb........ — 9 Mr. King Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes 
Tuesday Merivale Ward Koe 
King Pemberton Clowes 
Merivale Ward Koe 
King Pemberton Clowes 
Merivale Ward Koe 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


IRTHS. 
Dicksow. ie A at Kirkham, slpuudiien the wife of William J. Dickson, 
ee —Jan. ry ~ # The Wern, Pollokshaws, N.B., the wife of Robert Guy, solicitor, 


of Glasgow, 

LovaHponovGH i 29, at 25, pea. , Kilburn, the wife of Arthur 
Loughborough, barrister-at-law, of a da 

—— 25, at 166, Romford-road, Ee. the wife of Beaufoi Alfred Rann 

Moore, of f Mitre-court-cham ham bers, Temple, solicitor, of a son. 

Procrer.—Jan. 24, at 106, King Henry’s-road, South Hamp: patend, the wife of 
C. W. Cecil Procter, of coln’s- —_ oe ofa 

Wu»or.—Jan. 29, at bansdowne the wife ry “Major Eardley 
Wilmot, deputy judge advocate in Fee ph 


DEATHS. 
Clifton-hill, N.W., William Brodrick, barrister-at-law, 


MitLican.—Jan. 29, at_5, Royal-terrace, Edinburgh, James Milligan, solicitor 


ee Supreme Courts of Scotland. Friends will please accept this the 
pn gh — P. P ( 


.—Jan. 25, at ad House, Weybridge, Henry Sweet, law publisher, of 3, 


eged 77 
Vannes. —Jan. 23, at Hermi e, Blackrock County, Dublin, He Thomas 
Vickers, berrister-at- ree 7 bend 

Wricut.—Jan. -~ William Walton Wright, late of Paper-buildings, Temple, 


, 


Ragqeem —ien. 25, at 101, 
of Lincoln’s- 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Under the Bankru Act, 1869. 
Dennan. John Eustace, Low er Phillimn: aan 3 188 De J 
ol ore ntist. Jan 29 
Waite, Anthony Temple Oxford, Gent. - > 
THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883, 
Fear, J Jan, 30, 20, 1886. 


Adams, Arthur Sinclair, Up ~ ete - Clerk High Court. Pet J 
Jan2%. Exam Mar 4 at 11 Pat 34, Lincoln’s inn x Hie z ee 
Atkinson, John William, Leeds, Grocer. Leeds. Pet Jan 26. Ord Jan 26. Exam 


cee Willis, Flitwick, Bedfordshire, Timber M 
twi 
a. ia. Exam Fe oo te r Merchant. Bedford. Pet Jan 
Charles, ‘aydon’s-mews, Notting Hill, Cab Proprietc 
Pet Dec. ,Ord Jan 28, Exam Mar 4 ot it at 5, 1 Lincoin’s inn fields © O°" 
ample, ran otel, Charing Cross, Esquire. H 
Pet Nov %. Ord Jan 7 Exam Mar 4 at 11 at 44, Téseula’e ian fields ate 
Edward Ethelbert. Gt James st, Bedford row, needa om oll Agent. 
Pet Dec 15. OrdJan27. Exam Feb 2 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn 


Be 5 oney Veale, Gorleston, Suffolk, 2.0 a¢ Townha Boat Own € 
Pet Jan Ord Jan 2%. Exam Feb 9 r 220 1 at at ca 
Bruce, ipaiets, Swansea, Travelling Draper. Swansea. is Jan 2, Ord Jan 28. 
Comey, Edwin, Hoxton tq, Brush Manufacturer. High Court. P Ord 
J FE Ee ep pears 
George, Her seorge and Alexanc bbe, Leade I 
Court. Pet Jan %. Ord Jan 2% ; Sy Lr gee 4 


Lincoln’s inn 
Crew, William, Luton, Bedfordshire, Warchouseman. Li 

Jan's, Exain Feb 3 at 2 2 at Court house, Luton — en 
Dig, Somes, Date: Dealer. Itenham. Pet Jan 27. Ord Jan 27. 
Forge, Herbert, B Gentleman. Fie Court. Pet Sept 20. Ord Jan 2, 


Wee ier watt ns Ancoln’s inn 
J Consett, B 


Ord San 2. Baan ren’s . Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Jan 14. 
Jans Ord 7 Wenthoce, = , Provision Merchant. Portemouth. Pet 


Frederic Nottnghs > : P 
Ord mpg AEs a : m, Painter. Nottingham. Pet Jan 2%, 


) Biuecroes st, Leicester Saddler. 
Jan B. Exar Mar 13 at 11 at %, Lincoln’ * inn ie oe Sues, 
Gower, George William, Hove, Dairyman. Brighton. Pet Jan 2%, Ord 


Jan @. Vaam Feb 19 at 12 
© » 
- S, Taemes, Silloth, iintietens. Tailor. Carlisle. Pet Jan2. Ord Jan 


Cones, L 
Fe os. incolnsbire, Farmer. Boston. Pet Jan 


Exam Mar 5 
yh ee, and Charlies | Prederick ¢ Gully, ie Hill, Gioucestershire 


Pet Jan 2. Ord! Exam Feb 2% at 12 at 


| Cross, James, Bristol, Who 





James, p> & Maiden, m super Mare, Music Seller. Bridgwater. Pet 

Jan 23. Ord Jan 27. Ye ee ieee ti 
"xa Maro” Pitsea, Essex, Farmer. Chelmsford. Pet Jan 28. Ord Jan 2g, 
Exam Mar 


King, James, Liverpool, Hardware Merchant. Liv an27. Ord Jan 
Exam m Feb 9 at 12 at Court House, Governmen Shige, Victories st, Liver. 


1 
pow irkenhead, Ship Smith. Liverpool. Pet Jan 26. Ord Jan 26. 
Exam Feb 9 a 12 at Court House, Government bldgs, Victoria st, Live oat: 
Marlet, Eyrard Henri Jean, Buckingham Palace rd, Fancy Goods 
bes Court. Pet Jan24. OrdJan28. Exam Mar 5at 11 at 34, Linasiate tn 


Maresh Alfred, and Walter Heow ¥ Ford, Ne rt, Mon, Provision Merchants, 
Newport. PetJani7. Ord Jan 26. Rony: « b 16 at 11 4 
ea ee Portsmouth, Baker. Portemouth. Pet Jan 12. Ord Jan 23, 

xam Feb 
urphy, James, » Fjough bridge, Rotherhithe, Rope Merchant. High Court, 
N Nee sang Ord Gallo Wi ban Ay » te 1 2 hant, 
e oway, Wolver! n, ardware Merchan 
Wolverhampton. Pet away Ord Jan 26, Exam Feb 17 
ydon, ally ‘Carpenter. wt Pet Jan 26. Ord Jan 26, 


Olive, John, 
Exam Mar 
Pierce, Arthur Charles, Liverpool, Grocer. Liv 1. Pet Jan26. Ord Jan 
Exam Feb 9 at 12 at Court house, Government b! . Victoria st, Laremeet 
=, Oliver, Stanbury rd, Queen’s rd, Baker. Court. Pet Dec 23. Ord 


Jan 24. Exam Mar 5 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Thompson, David, Holloway rd, tmaker. h Court. Pet Jan 26. Ord 
Jan 26. Exam Mar 10 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Triggs, James, and Robert Stee, Friday st, Carpet Warehousemen. High 
Court. Pet sens 28. OrdJan 28. Exam 10 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
Vestey, Samuel, Liverpool, Provision Merchant. Liverpool. Pet Jan 27. Ord 
7. 28. Exam Feb9 ati2 at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria st 


erpool 
be =» Benjamin Clement, Cardiff, Working Jeweller. Cardiff. Pet Jan 24, 
an 24. Exam Feb 16 at 2 
Wildamith: Alfred, Batley, Yorkshire, Stationer. Dewsbury. Pet Jan 22. Ord 
Jan 26. Exam Feb 17 
d, Shooter’s hill J, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Greenwich. 
Jan 23, Exam Feb 13 at1 
i. Chichester, Sussex, Licensed Victualler. Brighton. Pet Jan 26. 
Ord Jan Exam Feb 19 at 12 
Wylie, ‘Allan Carswell, Masbro rd, Hammersmith, Engineer. High Court. Pet 
an 24. Ord Jan 26. Exam Mar? at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Yousg Henry William, Occupation rd, Walworth rd, ihtamer. ‘High Court. 
an 26. Ord Jan 26. Exam Mar 3 at 11.30 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 


The following amended notice is poetiutes for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 27, 1885. 
Pugh, John, Brookhouse, Wigmore, Herefordshire, Farmer. Leominster. Pet 
Jan 23, OrdJan 24, Exam Feb 12 at 10 


RECEIVING ER RESCINDED. 
Mellor, Thomas, Sheffield, Grocer. Sheticld Ord June 5. Rescind Dec 18 


MEETINGS. 
Anstie, Paul, Bristol, Provision Merchant. Feb 11 at 1.30. Official Receiver, 
Bank chbrs, Bristol 
Atkinson, John William, New Wortley, Leeds, Grocer. Feb 9 at 12. Official 
Receiver, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Baker, William, Flitwick, Bedfordshire, Timber Merchant. Feb 7 at 10. St. 


rd 
amy, Andrew, emeld, Insurance Agent. Feb 9 at 11. Official Receiver, 


Bennett, Besford, Mimosa st, Fulham rd, Auctioneer’s Clerk. Feb 10 at 11. 3°, 
Carey st linooe's s inn 
Bonney, Henry eale, Gorleston, Suffolk, Fishing Boat Owner. Feb9 ati. Mr. 
‘Lovewell Blat Bike, South Quay, Gt Yarmouth 
Provision Merchant. Feb 11 at 1.45. Official 
Receiver, Bank chbrs, Bristo! 


Ellis, John Bainbridge, Gt Grimsby, out of business. Feb 11 at 2. Official 
ppecelver 8, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 
k, James, Consett, Durham, Y pillposter. Feb 7 at 11. Official Receiver, 
—- chbrs, Newcastle on 
lleghan, a. Southsea, mmpaise, Provision Merchant. Feb 9 at 12.30. 
Chamber of Commerce, 1 145, Cheapside 
Thomas, Silloth, Cumberland, Tailor. Feb 9 at 12. 34, Fidler st, 


Carlisle 
Gully, Charles Samuel, and Charles Frederick Gully, Staple Hill, Glouces- 
tershire, Boot Manufacturers. Feb 9 at 12.30. Offic Receiver, Bank chbrs, 


Hall, genstine, Steester, , Brighton, Fixture Dealer. Feb 6 at 3, Official Receiver 
39, Bond st, B 
elden, Robert, sen, Wigan, Collier. Feb 10 at 10.30. County Court bigs, 


wigan 
Hughes, Evan, Treherbert, Glamorganshire, Colliery Clerk. Feb7at12. Official 
Receiver, Merthyr Tydfil 
ames, Arthur Maiden’ Weston super Mare, Musicseller. Feb 7 at 11.30. The 
‘Talver Hotel, Weston super Mare 
Jardiff, Haulier. Febt 6at12. Official Receiver, 2, Bute crescent, 


Johnston. Pg Joseph, Abel Feskinoen and Edward Johnston, Widnes, 
Lancas , Grocers. Feb 10 at 12. Official Receiver, 36, Victoria st, Liver- 


2001 
sium, Jobn William, Blaenau Festiniog, Merionethshire, Grocer. Feb6 at 2. 
Official Receiver, t chmbrs, Chester 

Laughland, John © , Ship Broker. Feb 13 at 8.30, Official Receiver, 2, Bute 


crescent, 

arsh, Alfred, and Walter Ford, Newport, Monmouthshire, Provision 
jane oe ed Feb 9 at 2.20. cial Receiver, 12, My ee rem Pl, Newport, Mon- 
Morris, Milton, Portsmouth, Baker. Feb 16 at 12. Official Receiver, 166, Queen 


ndrew Galloway, ag. Wolverhasspton Hardware Merchant. Feb 9 at 11. 
Official Receiver, St Peter's close, Wolver: pton 
Pierce, Arthur Char! Liverpool, Grocer. Fe. 10 at 2, Official Receiver, 35, 
piv ictorie st, Liverpoo 

ints, Frank, Margaret st, Cavendish sq,Gent. Feb10at11. 33, Carey st, Lin- 





"if Sohn, Wigmore, Herefordshire, Farmer. Feb 7 at 12.15. Lion Hotel, 
uilth, Ppeconenire 
aan an at, Furrier, Feb 10 at2. 83, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 


ard, Duke st, Adelphi, Solicitor, Feb 10 at 12, 83, Carey 





eer Wa 
wt, Lincoln «Ba 


Hammett, James, Seven Finsbury Sewing Dealer, 
= Court. Pet Dec 19. Siered Jan 28. Tinney Max’ 15 at ii ot 84 Lincole Ste 

Haseld " en, Robert, sen, Wigan, Collier. Wigan. PetJan28. Ord Jan 28. Exam 
‘eb 10 a’ 

H ‘Treher' , Colliery Clerk. Pontypridd. P 
want Ord Jan 24. erE Feb 10 st sane * 
erson, Edward, King’ elsea, Builder. High ‘e 
Ord Jan 28 Exam Mar 19 at 11 at 94, Lincoln's jun fields ~* 


ra 














Pet 
urt. 


Pet 
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whe Pockrich, igh. Hove, Sussex, Schoolmaster. Febé at 12. Oficial 
Sinclair, John Arc sretbald, Bri Brichton, Dentist. Feb6 at 2. Official Receiver, 39, 
Smith, Arth Ze. Camberwell, Builder. Feb 12 at 11. Bankruptcy 


é th, Shore, Durham, Chain Maker. Feb 6 at 12. 

fficial Receiver, 21, Fawcett st, Sunderland 

anmene, Richard, Beaufort ter, Fulham, China Dealer. Feb 10 at 2. Bankruptcy 
bidgs, ., Portugal st, Lincoln’s ‘inn fields 

Crosby hall chbrs, seepegete, Builder. Feb 12 at 2. Bankruptcy 

bids, Po: il st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Tanner, Ben amin, the Crescent, Putney, Confectioner. Feb 9 at 2. Official 
Receiver, 109, Victoria st, Westminster 

Thomasson, J: ohn Bennet, Cardiff, Bookseller. Feb 10 at 12. Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Tippett, George Frederick John, Colville rd, Notting hill, Feb10 at 11. Bank- 
ruptcy bldes, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fie lds 

Saccent, Emilio, Brick lane, Spitalfields, Clerk. Feb9 at 11. 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 





ADJUDICATIONS. 
Atkinson, John William, Leeds. Grocer. Leeds. Pet Jan 26. Ord Jan 26 
Borhemann, Augustus, Bath, Upholsterer. Bath. Pet Jan 12. oy * taal 
Cox, John, Bath, Licensed Victualler. Bath. Pet Jan9. Ord J: 
DeMerville. Eloise Katherine, Sevenoaks, Kent, Sheek.” Tonbridge 
Wells. Pet Jani. Ord Jan 26 
Eccles, Robert, Thorganby, Yorkshire, Carrier. York. PetJan9. Ord Jan 27 
= — Bambridge, Gt Grimsby, out of business. Gt Grimsby. Pet Jan 23. 
Essex, William James Clifford, Fenchurch st, Wine Merchant. High Court. Pet 
Nov 22. Ord Jan 27 
Fresdick, James, Consett, Durham, Bill Poster. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Jan 
14. Ord Jan 27 
Harris, Philip, Cardiff, Hotel Keeper. Cardiff. Pet Dec 20. Ord Jan 
Hughes, Evan, Treherb ert, Glamorganshire, Colliery] Cerk. Pontypridd. Pet 
Jan 24. Ord Jan 26 
““¥ Charles, ve, & Southampton st, Camberwell, Soap Maker. High Court. 
c rd 
Itter, Alfred John, Live erpont rd, Baker. High Court. Pet Jan5. Ord Jan 28 
Lewis, Thomas, Hereford, Builder. Hereford. Pet Jan13, Ord Jun 22 
i At Jane, Newport, Monmouthshire, Draper. Newport, Mon. Pet Jan 
12 rc 
meare , > , ay Staffordshire, Farmer. Wolverhampton. Pet Dec 29. 
an 26 
Morris, Milton, Portsmouth, Baker. Portsmouth. Pet Jan12. Ord Jan 23 
Nelson, Andrew Galloway, Wolverhampton, Hardware Merchant. Wolver- 
hampton. Pet Jan 26. Ord Jan 27 
4 <q Frederick George, Plymouth, Tailor. East Stonehouse. Pet Jan 12. 
rd Jan 
Rosers,, Beery Charles, Southampton, Grocer. Southampton. Pet Jan6. Ord 
an 28 
Renae, Thomas, Wrotham, Kent, Chemist. Tonbridge Wells. Pet Jan1. Ord 
Jan 2 
Sowden, John William, Leeds, Yorkshire, Grocer. Leeds. Pet Jan 21. Ord Jan 26 
Temple, John, Saltburn by the Sea, Yorkshire, Licensed Victualler. Stockton 
on Tees and Middle ssborough. Pet Dec 20. Ord Jan 12 
homes, James Martin, Stoke Newington rd, Ironmonger. High Court. Pet 
oan 3 Se Jon 38 ». C Vv, 
alpole, Horace Epworth. Queen Victoria st, Proprietor of the Farming World. 
High Court. Pet Se t 23. Ord Jan 26 : 
Verity, Ambrose, York, Horse Dealer. York. Pet Dec 16, Ord Dec 31 
e following amended notice is substituted = that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan. 27 
os John, Wigmore, Herefordshire, Farmer. Leominster. Pet Jan 23. Ord 
an 2 


TUESDAY, Feb. 3, 1885. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Atkins, Benjamin, Tittoworsh, Staffordshire, Grocer. Walsall. Pet Jan 30. 
Ord Jan 30. Exam Feb 18 a 
Blackford, Henry, Redditch, Worcestershire, Innkeeper. Birmingham. Pet Jan 
29, Ord Jan 29. Exam Feb 16 at 2 
Boyce, James Edward, seengham, Mapager. Birmingham. Pet Jan 30, Ord 
Jan 30. Exam Feb 17 at 2 
Buncombe, William, St Saviour’s rd, Brixton Rise, Skirt Manufacturer. High 
. oat. Pet Jan 80, Ord Jan 30.) Exam Mar 11 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s ina 
elds 
Carlton, Thomas Spencer, High Holborn, Music Hall Manager. High Court. Pet 
Jan 29._ Ord Jan v9, Exam Mar 4 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Caries, Ad tiam, Nottingham, Grocer. Nottingham. Pet Jan 31. Ord Jan 31. 
xam 17 
Cohn, Siegmund, p Headingley. , nr Leeds, Commercial Traveller. Leeds. Pet Jan 
30. Ord Jan 30. Exam 17 at 11 
Canety. my a. Blackburn, Confectioner. Blackburn. Pet Jan17. Ord Jan 
WM, xam ed lie 
Cooper, Ernest George, Eastbourne, Sussex. Wing entamh. Lewes and East- 
bourne. Pet Jan 30. Ord Jan 30, Exam Feb 27‘at1 
Drinkhall. Robert, Redcar, Yorkshire, Pork Butcher. Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborough. Pet Jan 31. Ord Jan3it. Exam Feb 6 
Bic, William Wallace, Norris st, Haymarket, M.D. High Court. Pet Dec 23. 
Ord Jan31. Exam March 13 at U1 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Fowler, i pacley, , Yorkshire, Rag Merchant. Dewsbury. Pet Jan 29. Ord 
Jan xam Fe 
Ha'head, William Beck, Kendal, Westmoreland, Plumber. Kendal. Pet Jan 30. 
Ord Jan 30, Exam Feb 21 at 2 at Courthouse, "Townhall, Kendal 
Ha'l, Sidney Kirk, Redditch, Worcestershire, Grocer. Birmingham. Pet Jan 30. 
Ord Jan 30. Exam Feb 16 at 2 
Holmes, Elizabeth, and Walter James Harmsworth, Bedford, Cabinetmakers. 
Bedford. Pet Jan 29. Ord Jan 30. Exam March 12 
Imray, William, Cannon st, Traveller. High Court. Order made under section 
10%. Ord Jan 27. Exam March 18 at 11 at 34, Lincoln's inn fields 
Knowles, Thomas, Bingley, Yorkshire, Farmer. Bradford. Pet Jan 30, Ord 
Jan 30. Exam Feb 17 at 12 
Lavender, John, jun,, Cheetham, nr Manchester, Electrician. Salford. Pet Jan 
2. Ord Jan 2: Exam Feb it'at 2 
Leggatt, —, Mark lane, Wine Merchant. High Court. Pet Jan 13. Ord Jan 30. 
xam March 6 at 12.50 at M4, Lincoln's inn fields 
Lyles, John woovey, Littlebury, Essex, Farmer. Cambridge, Pet Jan 30, Ord 
moy 3, pxam F e yh . 
mon topher Hugh, Spencer rd, Hornsey, Financial Agent. High Court. 
M Pet Jan. Ord Jan 28. ~— March 6 at 129 at 84, Lincoln’ BY inn a lds 
atthews, Richard Edwin, Glasshouse st. Regent st, Tailors Seller, 
High Court, Pet Jan 90.’ Ord Jan 30, Exam March 5 at 12 at 34, ‘Lin ncoln’s inn 
Mote het, A., Compton st, Soho, Hotel Pro srietor. High Court. Pet Jans. Ord 
Pr an 30. Exam March 5 at 12 at 84, Lincoln’s inn flelds 
arker, Frances Webb, Hardwick p', Harrington sq, W idow. High Court. Pet 
plans. Ord Jan 30, Exam Mar 6 at 12.90 
‘otous, A M, Threadneedle st, Merchant. High Court, Pet Jan7. Ord Jan 80, 
Exam Mar 5 at 12 at M4, Lincoln's inn fields 








= 








| Powarill, James, p Thanpeed, Aateastentten, Ldcataed Visteon, Leicester. Pet 
pict sa uel, Kinlington, N od Joiner. Nottingham. Pet J: 
ic ottinghamshire, an 
Ord Jan 30. Exam Feb 17 
Shaw, Charles Po, DOSE » Hotel Keeper. Dewsbury. Pet Jan27. Ord Jan 
xam Fe’ 
oe, ° Edward, Walsall, Beer Retailer. Walsall. Pet Jan 29. Ord Jan 29. Exam 


Feb 
4 Ww and Elisha Hatton, Brighton, Wine Merchants. Brighton. 
valet, 0 Oe en. oe | Fr PY 
allentin, Oscar Ferdinand, berlan “<< ‘enchurch Gum Mer- 
chant. High Court. Pet Jan 14. OrdJan 2%. Exam Mar 10 at 11 at 34, 
finccin’s inn fields 
Van Diereu, Hermann Joseph, Hizh Holborn, Licensed V: High 
Court. Pet Jan 31. Ord Jan 3i. Exam Mar 10 at 11.30 at Arg “_ 7 inn 


fields 

Walker, John, Worki m, Cumberland, Printer. Cockermouth and Working- 
ton. Pet Jan27. Ord Jan28. Exam Feb 16 at 4 

Woolridge Pepe, Salthouse, Jackfield, Salop, Tile Maker. Madeley, Pet 
Jan 29. Jan 29. Exam Mar 18 


anee MEETINGS. 
Abbott, ey , Liverpool, Estate Agent. Febiiat2. Official Receiver, 35, 
Victoria st aes 
sem Gant amin, tle ole Hednesford, Staffordshire, Grocer. Feb 13 at 
Receive! 
Bante. John Lowman, St John et rd, Draper. Feb 10 at12. 33, Carey st, Lin- 
coln’s inn 
.—4 Henry, Redditch, pewenstenttiien, Innkeeper. Feb 11 at 10.30. Queen’s 


eee ert, Bnabesten, Bicesingh u Feb 13 at it. Official 
ce, James Edw: icing a — oe e a 
Boyes, yer, Whitehall i Caaeve row, Bi 


Brassingt.n, William, Crewe, Cheshire, Ana eb 1 17 at 10. Petty Sessional 
Court gins Nantwich 
Bees, S Ee . . Swansea, Travelling Draper. Feb 11at 11. Official Receiver, 6, 
utland st, Swansea 
Browne, Henry Hodsell, Tonbridge, Kent, Wheelwright. Feb 10 at 12. Spenser 
and Reeve, Mount Pleasant, t, Tonbridge Wells 
Cohn. Sygaens. Hi Commercial Traveller. Feb 13 at 11. 
fficial Receiver, St An x chbrs, 22, Park row, 
C99 r. Ernest George, Eastbourne, gene, Wine Merchant. Feb 11 at 12.30. 
cial Receiver, 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
cmbbe George. Herbert George Crabbe. = Alexander Crabbe, Leadenhall st, 
Merchants. Feb 12at2. 33, Carey st. Lincoln’s inn 
Crew, William, Luton, —~— ey Warehouseman. Feb 11 at 3. Official Re- 
ceiver, 23, Park st West, 8 ay te 
oe James, Cheltenham, China Dealer. Feb 10 at 4,30. County Court, Chelten- 


Ellis, . James Henry, Northwich, Cheshire, Busioal Instrument Dealer. Fed 17 
at 10.45. Petty Sessional Court house, Nantwi 
Elton, F. C., Charles st, Regent st, Retired Solonel. Feb 13 at 12. 33, Carey st, 


Lincoln’s inn 
a po R ay Church st, Shoreditch, Outfitter. Feb 12 at 11. 33, Carey st, 
coin 8s inn 
Gascoigne, George Frederick, Nottingham, Painter. Feb 10 at 12. Official Re- 
ceiver, Exchange walk, Nottingham 
Gower, George William, Hove, Sussex, Dairyman. Feb 10 at 2. Official Re- 


ceiver, 39, Bond st, Brighton 
Graham. Robert Fuller, Newbury, Berkshire, Gent, Feb 11 at 12.30. Temperance 


Hall, Newbury 
Hal', Sidney Kirk, Redditch, Worcestershire, Grocer. Feb 18 at 3. Official Re- 
ceiver, W tehail chmbrs. Colmore row, B 
Holmes, Elizabeth, and Walter James Harmsworth, Bedford, Cabinet Ma‘ers. 
Feb 13 at 10. 1S St Pa Pauls sq, Bedford 
Elizabeth Valorie, Tedford pk, Chiswick, Spinster. Feb 10 at 11.30. 


ngram, 
28 and 29 St Swithin’s lane 
Jeffries, Seaman, Pi Essex, Farmer. Feb 11 at 4. County Court, Romford 
Merchant. Feb 11 at3. Official 
Receiver, Bank chm 


tsea, Essex. 

Jubb, Edwin, Batley - hy. nr Dewsbury, 

se ames, —— =a Merchant. Feb t1at3. Official Receiver, 35, Victoria 
st, Liv 

Kury, Foseph oh, Hogarth pl, Kensington, Jeweller. Feb t4at 11. 33, Carey st, 

ncoln’s inn 

Lavender, John, jun, Cheetham, nr Manchester, Electrician. Feb 11 at 2.30. 
Court house, Encombe pl, Stalford 

Lyi. J i bing A Littlebury, Essex, Farmer. Feb 12 at 12. Official Receiver, 
5, Petty Cury, 


Peacock, J a, ‘ied <i Boot Dealer. Feb 12at 11. 33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 
Powdrill, James. Sheepshed, Leicestershire, Licensed Victualler. Feb 12 at 


12.30. Official Receiver, 28, lane, Leiceste! 
eo Stratford, Essex, Furniture Hm Feb 12 at 12. 33, Carey st, 
8s inn 

— oy Lawrence lane, Commission Agent. Feb 18 atli. 33, Carey st, 

Smith, mith, Reward, Welsell, € Staffordshire, Beer Retailer. Feb 12 at 11.90. Official 
Receiver, 

Tuslor, og nm Myrthyr Tyail, Music Seller Feb 12 at 12. Official Receiver, 
yr 

Tay lee i , Lexham gdns, South Kensington, Gent. Feb 10 at2. 33, Carey st, 


Lincoln's iin 
Taylor, John _rotenick. Borough High st, Hop Merchant. Feb iéat 2. Bank- 


tcy bas, P ¢. Lincoln's inn fields 
ey A eee cliche Hatton, Brighton, Wine Merchants. Feb 11 at 3. 
33, Carey st, Lincoln's inn 


Vester. Samuel, Liverpool, Provision Merchant. Feb 13 at 3. Official Receiver, 
ictoria st, Live: 


Ww lke, ohn Workington, Cumberland, Printer. Feb 11 at 12. 67, Duke st, 
te p) 
Wai atts,” Benjamin Cigment, Roath, Cardiff, Working Jeweller. Feb 14 at 12. 
Of seiver, 2, Bute crescent, Cardi 
Webb, Charles Stephen, Woodford, Essex. Feb 12 at12, 33, Carey st, Lincoln's 


inn 
Wren, Samuel. Chichester, Licensed Victualler. Feb 10 at 12. Official Receiver, 


89, Bond Brighton 
Youn . Henty. Willian iliam, Occupation ri, Walworth ra, Skinner, Feb 13 at 12. 
y st, Lincoln's ‘inn 


Darter, Prének Friend, _— Wahner, Kent, Builder. Canterbury. Pet 

ani, ¢ 

Bipcktecd, Henry, Redditch, Worcestershire, Innkeeper. Birmingham. Pet 
an 2. Ord 

Bueq: Hoary vou o Gorleston, Suffolk, Fishing Boat Owner. Gt Yarmouth. 
ot ri Jan 3 

Buncombe, William, St Saviour’ sr, Brixton Rise, Skirt Manufacturer, High 
Court, ot Jan. Ord Jan 30 

Orda, Bleppane. Headingley, nr Leeds, Commercial Traveller. Leeds, Pet Jan 


an 30 
Drinkhall Robert, Redcar, Yorkshire, Pork Butcher, Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborough. Pet Jan 3t. Ord danai 

Ellis, James Henry, Northwich, Cheshire, Musical Instrament Dealer, Nant- 
wich and Crewe, Pet Jan a. Ord Jan X 
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Feather, oe. Hartshead Moor, Cleckheaton, Innkeeper. Bradford. Pet Jan 
14. Ord 


81 
Geemes, Silloth, Cumberland, Tailor. Carlisle. Pet Jan 26. Ord 
29 
Haselden, Robert, sen, Scholes, Wigan, Collier. Wigan. Pet Jan 28. Ord 
an 29 


Hiscoe, Arthur, Harrogate, Yorkshire, Architect. York. Pet Jan 15. Ord 
Lewes and Eastbourne. 





Jan 30 
George, Warbleton, Sussex, Chicken Fatter. 
Pet Nov 29. Ord Jan 30 
Hoiles, William, Birmingham, White Leather Dresser. Birmingham. Pet Jan 
20. Jan 28 
Jones, Rowland, Abererch, Carnarvonshire, Draper. Bangor. Pet Jani4, Ord | 





an 30 

Jubb, Edwin, Batley Carr, nr Dewsbury, Yorkshire, Rag Merchant. Dewsbury. 
Pet Jan 13. Ord Jan 30 =~ i 

Lavender, John, jun., Cheetham, nr Manchester, Electrician. Salford. Pet Jan 
29. Ord Jan 29 “ 

Manning, James, Hunstanton St Edmunds, Norfolk, Grocer. Pet 
Jan 10. Ord Jan 30 

McEvoy, Bernard, Birmingham, Horticultural Builder. Birmingham. Pet Jan 

n 


King’s Lynn. 


14. Ord Ja 
Nichols, William John, Martin’s lane, Cannon st, Insurance Broker. High Court. 
Pet Nov 26. Ord Jan 30 
Warwick. Pet 


N wlan, Henry, Bidford, nr Alcester, Warwickshire, Painter. 
Shaw, Charles Eli, Dewsbury, Yorkshire, Hotel Keeper. Dewsbury. Pet Jan 27. 


The Subscription to the Soxicrrons’ Journat is—Town, 26s. ; Country, 
288. ; with the Wrexty Reporter, 528. “Payment in advance tacludes 
Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have their Volumes 
botind at the office—cloth, 2s. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal’ must be 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the Journal with regularity 
in the Country, it is requested that application be made direct to the 
Publisher. 
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Jan 14. Ord Jan 31 
Ord Jan 31 
fimkins, Henry, Friars st, Blackfriars, Grocer, 


Jan 30 


Tetley, Richard James, Cannock, Staffordshire, Cotton Broker. 


Nov 24. Ord Jan 28 
Walker, John, Workington, Cumberland, Printer. 
ton. Pet Jan 27. Ord Jan 30 


‘ Watts, Benjamin Clement, Roath, Cardiff, Working Jeweller. 


24. Ord Jan 28 
Wildsmith, Alfred, Batley, Yorkshire, Stationer. 


an 20 
Wilkinson, JohnWilliam, Southport, Lancashire, Licensed Victualler, Liverpool. 


Pet Jan 16. Ord Jan 30 
¥gune. William, Rochdale, Lancashire, Confectioner, 
an 29 


:CHWEITZER’S COCOATINA | 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality | 


with the excess of fat extracted, 
The Faculty pronounce it “ 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and inyaluable for Invalids and Children.” 
Highiy commended by the entire Medical Press. 
Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 


#1] palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four | 


times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 


with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such | 


Mixtures. 


Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 


w w Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatina a La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 


cieapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when | 


richer chocolate is prohibited. 


In tins at Is. 6d., 3s., 58. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 


¥. y Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietcr, 
H, Scnweitzsr &Co.,10 Adam-st., Strand, I ondon, W. 


rPYUWN CLERK.—WANTED, by the Cor. 


poration of Huddersfield, as Town Clerk for | _ 


that Borough, a duly qualified SOLICITOR, who will 
be required to devote his whole time to the duties of 
the office, The Corporation will supply the requisite 


cftices and clerks. The salary will be £800 per annum, | 
ciear of ajl disbursements. Applications, stating age, 


qualifications, and experience, together with copies of 
testimonials, inust be sent in to the undersigned on or 
before the 28th February, 
members of the Town Council will not be 

G. LEWIS BATLE 


Town Clerk (pro tem.). 
Town Hall, Huddersfield. 
7 SOLICITORS ani Others. — Loft, 
and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to be 
Let at Lonsdale Chambers, No, 27, Chancery-lane 
{ pposite the New Law Courts). Also large, well- 
inished Rooms for Meetings, Arbitrations, &c.— 
Apply to Mesers. Launpy & Co., Chartered Account- 
usuts, on the premises. 


105,000 ACCIDENTS 
TWO MILLIONS 


COMPENSATION 


THE RAILWAY PASSENGEGS’ ASSUBANOE COMPANY, 
64, CORNHILL. 


ACCIDENTS OF ALL KINDS, 


Paid-up and Invested Funds, £260,000. 
“ Income, £235,000. . 
CuaIRMAN :—HARVIE M. FARQUHAR, Esa. 
Apply to the Clerks at the Railway Stations, the 
’ Local Agents, or 
West-end Office :—8, Granp Hore. BuIrpinas, 
CHARING Crogs ; 


Or at the 
Head Office :—64, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C. 
WILLIAM J. VIAN, Secretary. 


gemetinad. 





Premium 


High Court. 
Jan 30 Be 

Sega, William, Matlock, Derbyshire, Butcher. Derby. Pet Dec 30. 
Jan 29 

Taylor, Ann, Merthyr Tydfil, Music Seller. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Jan 29. 


Cockermouth and Working- 


Dewsbury. 


vhe most nutritious, per- | 


Personal canvassing of the | 
| The Funds iu hand and Capital Subscribed amount to 





, use of Drugs, are Provided tor, with security and 


Gilbert v. Hadlestom 
Clay v. Cla: 
In re The 


Ord 
Ord 
Ord | 
Pet 


Pet Dec 29. 


Belemore v. Watson 


In re The 


Walsall. 
Company ° 
Cottrell v. Cottrell .... 
In re Curtis, Hawes v. 
Strickland v. Weldon 
Fletcher v. Bealey .-- - 
In re Cunningham & 


Cardiff. Pet Jan 
Pet Jan 22. Ord 


Ammunition Company 


HicH Court OF JUSTICE :— 
Birmingham and 
Lichfield Junction Railway 


Curtis .. 


"aera 


«ese. 236} Ratiway CoMMISsION :— 
Andover Railway Com 

36 The Great Western Railway 
Company and The London 
and South-Western Railway 
Company 

SOcTETIES . oats 

236 | LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL 

237 | LEGAL APPOINTMENTS .... 

237 | COMPANIES _ ---. scccce-cee-.- 

28 


ny v. 


236 The Swindon, Marlborough, and 
2 


CREDITORS’ CLAIMS . 
COURT PAPERS .....2.00-00 occ 








Oldham, Pet Jan19. Ord cations. 


EDE AN 
ROBE 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the | 


Judicial Bench Corporation of London &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSBL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS, 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars,Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peac 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 


LAY UNION FIRE and LIFE INSU- 
RANCE COMPANY. 
EsTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1854. 
The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kingdom 
which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance Busi- 


ness. 
Chief Office— ‘ 
126, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


upwards of £1,800,000 sterling. 
Chairman—J AMES CUDDON, Ksq., Barrister-at-Law, 
Middle Tempie. 

Deputy-Chairman — C. PEMBERTON, Esq. (Lee & 
? _Pembertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
The Directors invite attention to the New Form of 

Lite Policy, which is free trom all conditions, 

Policies of Insurance granted against the contin- 
gency ot Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 

The Company ADVANCES Money on Mortgage of 
Lite Interests and Reversions, whether absolute or 
contingent, 

‘The Company also purchases Reversions. 

Prospectuses, copies of the Directors’ Report and 
Aunual Balance Sheet, and every information, sent 
post-tree on application to 

FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


cs EMPERANCE.—Tower Llouse Retreat, 

Westgate-on-Sea, Kent, licensed under the 
tiubitual Drunkards Act, 1879.—'There are now 
Vacancies for alimited number of Ladies and Geutle- 
nen desirous of overcoming habits of Intemperauce. 
A large buiiding, standing in its own grounds, 
specially designed for this purpuse, aud attording 
ulditional advantages for patients, is now in course 
of erection, and wilt be completed in April next. 


NTEMPERANCE.—Ladies Sufferiug from 


the effects of Intemyerance, or from the excessive 


every necessary comfoit, at St. Kaphael’s, Woodside, 


The Bditor does net hola himself responsible for the return of rejected commu \« 


Sor MAKERS, 





Croydon.—Aypply to the SECRETARY. 





Second Edition, now ready, price 6s. 

Illustrations in Advocacy, County 
Court Entertainments, &c., with Examples of 
Cross-Examination. By RICHARD HARRIS, 
Author of “‘ Hints on Advocacy,” &c. 

Now ready, price 10s. 

Yorkshire Registries : A Manual on the 
Registration of Deeds and other Assurances 
under the Yorkshire Registries Act, 1884; with 
practical Notes on the Sections of the Act, and 
New Rules and Forms, with an Appendix and 
copious Index. By H. BARKER, Solicitor of 
the Supreme Court, 

Now ready, demy 8vo, 650 pages, cloth, price 12s. 6d. 

The Municipal Corporations Act, 1882; 
with Notes and Cases, including the MUNICI- 
PAL ELECTIONS (CORRUPT ANDILLEGAL 
PRACTICES) ACT, 1884, and the Ballot Act, 1872, 
with Facsimiles of Formal and Informal Ballot 
Papers. By MICHAEL G. GUIRY, LL.B., of 
the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law, 

Now ready, price 6s. ; cash with order, 4s. 10d. 

Aston on Patents, Designs, and Trade- 
Marks. By JAMES J. ASTON, Esq., Q.C. 

Second Edition, price 17s. 6d.; cash with order, 14s. 

Models of Bills of Costs applicable tu 
the New Practice in all Divisions of the Hizh 
Court, Mayor’s Court, and Count? Court; New 
Precedents of Bankruptcy Costs; Costs of Grants 
of Probate and Administration; and Precedeuts 
of Bills under the new Conveyancing Scale. Com- 
piled by ALFRED T. LAYTON. 

Sixth Edition, price 10s. 6d. ; cash with order, 8s. 6d. 

Practical Guide to Legacy, Succession, 
Probate, Administration. and the New Account 
Duties. By A. T. LAYTON. 

Seventh Edition, price 2s., net. 

New Probate Duties, containing Notes 
showing Alterations in Practice effected by the 
Inland Revenue Act, 1881. By A. T. LAYTON. 

Fifth Edition, revised and enlarged, price 8s. 6d. 

The Conveyancing Acts, 1881, 1882, 
with the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, with 
Introduction, Summary, and practical Notes, 
Forms, and Conyeyancing Precedents, and com- 
prehensive Tables of Conveyancing Custs. By 
i 8. RUBINSTEIN. 

Third Edition, enlarged, price 3s. 6d., net. 

Conveyancing Casts, with the Rules 
under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, compre- 
hensive Tables, and Stamp Duties. By J. 8. 
RUBINSTEIL, Solicitor. 

Fourth Edition: price 12s. 6d. 

Public Health and Local Government 
Act, 1875, and Incorporated Statutes; with full 
explanat ry Notes, and all the recent Leading 
Cases and Decisions. By J. V. VESEY FITZ- 
GERALD, B.A. 


WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, 
24 & 25, BIRCHIN LANE, 





